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ABSTRACT
THE IMPACT OF GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES OF GENERATION Z TO
GENERATION Y ON COMMUNITY COLLEGE DEGREE COMPLETION:
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Theresa Saladino
Current persistence and completion rates have moved to the forefront in higher
education nationwide. A new generation of Americans is on the rise: highly
entrepreneurial, pluralistic, and determined to take charge of their own futures. There is a
demand for colleges to provide more creative ways of serving and retaining students.
Generation Z students, born between 1997 and 2012, compromise the population of
traditional aged students, ages 18-24. This group compromises 26% of our population
(Pew Research, 2018). Although completion rates at higher education institutions have
been studied extensively, there is very little known on how Generation Z is fairing. The
study is a quantitative study of first-year, full-time Generation Z and Y students attending
a two-year public Higher Education institution located in New York. For the purpose of
autotomy, the identity of the institution was changed to Suburban Community College.
The study explored generationally relevant characteristics of retention and persistence.
The purpose of this quantitative, Ex Post Facto research study was to analyze the
performance of Generation Z as seen by their completion rates at Suburban Community
College and compare them to the generation prior, Generation Y. Studies on Generation
Z are still in their infancy. Generation Z are currently our traditional aged students and
will continue to be until 2032. Comparing Suburban Community College data to the U.S.
Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS),

the study aimed to determine if there are relationships between background, financial,
parental and academic variables to completion rates between generations at Suburban
Community College when compared to two-year institutions across the United States.
To do so, a full model multiple regression analysis of graduation rates was predicted by
using a Multinomial Logistic Model and the relationship of demographic, academic,
financial, and parental variables to associate degree completion was assessed. As a result
of the information derived from the research, the study has significant importance to
higher education institutions across the United States by providing some insight on
Generation Z students’ academic success and completion at Higher Education institutions
indicating that there were differences between generation program choice and completion
rates.
Keywords: Generation Z, Generation Y, two-year institutions, completion/graduation
rate, normal time to completion, higher education, community colleges, outcomes,
program choice, cohort, demographics.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
The changing nature of the economy, technology and generational diversity are
some of the variables that are affecting the future of higher education success. Current
persistence and completion rates have moved to the forefront of conversations in higher
education nationwide. A new generation of Americans is on the rise: highly
entrepreneurial, pluralistic, and determined to take charge of their own futures. Those of
us in higher education must listen to this next generation and enable them to chart their
own paths, gain valuable experience, and become the leaders of tomorrow (Northeastern,
2014, p. 2).
Today, Generation Z students compromise the population of traditional aged
students, ages 18-24. Generation Z is anyone who was born between 1997 and 2012 and
are termed many different names including post-Millennials, Digital Natives, Homeland,
and the I Generation (Pew Research, 2019). Generational cohorts give researchers a tool
to analyze changes in view over time (Dimick, 2019). In order to keep the Millennial
generation (Generation Y) analytically meaningful, and to begin to look at what might be
unique about the next cohort, Pew Research Center (2019) decide a year ago to use 1996
as the last birth year for Millennials (Generation Y) for their future work. Anyone born
1981 to 1996 is considered a Millennial, and anyone born from 1997 onward is part of a
Generation Z. Although dates can vary among researchers, for this study, Pew Research
Center dates were used to distinguish generations (Pew Research Center, 2019).
Educators need to understand the characteristics of today’s students to find
improved techniques to engage with them and increase completion rates. Seemiller and

1

Grace (2016) report that these digital natives, Generation Z, are the dominant generation
of student’s currently entering college. Generation Z students are entering college with a
set of different expectations from their predecessors. They have never known a world
without connectivity to the internet and have been able to learn globally with the use of
the World Wide Web. They are the first true digital natives and Higher Education leaders
must understand this cohort of students in order to successfully meet their needs.
Some new challenges Higher Education institutions are facing is meeting the
expectations of a declining and more diversified student populations. Colleges will be
expected to provide more creative ways of serving and retaining students. The U.S.
Census bureau reported in 2015 that it was the first time when more than 50 percent of
children under the age of 5 are minorities (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Despite the
increased costs, higher education personnel, legislatures, and the public perceive the
percentage of degree completion to be too low. Of first-time full-time students enrolled in
fall 2010, only 60% graduated with a bachelor’s degree by 2016 (U.S. Department of
Education, 2018). Additionally, students first enrolled in fall 2013, only 30% of degreeor certificate-seeking first-time full-time community college students graduated with a
degree or certificate at 150% of normal time. For public community colleges, the
graduation rate was only 24% (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Altstadt (2012), an
economist, projected in 2012 that higher education would be unable to fill the necessary
credentials for future positions with the current completion rates. According to the
National Student Clearinghouse, current term enrollment estimates for spring 2017 show
that total enrollment nationally is down 1.5% and down 2.5% for two-year public
institutions (NSCRC, 2017). These numbers will continue to decrease because families
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today are having less children then past generations. Generation Z is currently 26% of
the population (Pew Research, 2018). Higher Education institutions have a vested interest
in the growth and development of Generation Z who will become our future leaders.
While K-12 is undergoing transformation and a more student centric education model
with the use of technology, higher education is much slower to adapt. A survey from
Northeastern University reveals that members of “Generation Z” - those born in the mid
‘90s or later – are highly self-directed, demonstrated by a strong desire to work for
themselves, study entrepreneurship and design their own programs of study in college
(Northeastern University, 2014). The viability of higher education institutions is
dependent on how well we meet future generation’s needs.
Since the mid-to-late nineteenth century, two-year community institutions have
played a determinant role in America’s system of higher education. Beyond federal
pressure, community colleges are also being challenged with improving graduation rates
by new state guidelines and “measures for success” that will play a role in determining
funding. In response to the growing demand to raise the education bar in the U.S. and to
begin to turn the tide on low college completion rates, President Obama challenged the
higher education system to improve college graduation rates by 2020 (Moore & Shulock,
2009). In February 2009, President Barack Obama said that, by 2020, America should
“once again have the highest proportion of college graduates in the world.” Based on the
conventional statistics used to gauge educational attainment, the nation has made some
progress toward this 2020 goal during the Obama years (Fry, 2019). In March 2009, 41%
of 25- to 34-year-olds had completed at least an associate degree. By March 2016, 48%
of young adults had done so. The U.S. remains 12 percentage points short of the goal.
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More progress will need to be made over the next four years than has been made over the
past seven if the 2020 goal is to be reached. As of 2015, the nation ranked 10th among
the 35 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries in
college attainment, up from 15th in 2009. In 2015, 47% of U.S. 25- to 34-year-olds had at
least an associate degree, exceeding the OECD average of 42% (Pew Research Center,
2019). But the U.S. still trailed nations like Korea, Japan and Canada by more than 10
percentage points. Men, women and all major racial and ethnic groups have made gains
in college completion during Obama’s tenure (Fry, 2019). The magnitude of these
increases varies between groups, however. Women continue to outpace men in terms of
educational attainment, though both groups are making gains at a fairly similar rate (Fry,
2019). A larger share of female 25 to 34 year old’s (52%) had finished college in 2016
than their male counterparts (43%). Asian Americans are the only major group to have
met the 2020 goal, though they had already done so before Obama came into office. In
2016, 71% of Asian young adults had completed college, up from 67% in 2009 (Pew
Research Center, 2019).
This mandate will impact the nation’s community colleges as four-year
universities are tightening admission requirements in the hopes of improving their
graduation statistics, leaving America’s community colleges to face the brunt of this
challenge (Miller, 2015). To date, higher education institutions have not met this goal.
The President has placed a strong emphasis on making America’s community colleges
stronger, ensuring that they are gateways to economic prosperity and educational
opportunities for millions of Americans each year. Each year, over 1,700 community
colleges provide students and workers with critical skills. To help reach the President’s
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college attainment goal of a 50 percent increase in completion rates, the Obama
Administration has called for a new partnership with states to ensure that the first two
years of community college are free for responsible students, whether they are
completing the first half of a bachelor’s degree or earning skills to go directly into the
workforce. Despite the increased costs, higher education personnel, legislatures, and the
public perceive the percentage of degree completion to be too low. The National Student
Clearinghouse Research Center reports as of December 2018, the number of Americans
identified in the NSC data with some prior college since 1993, but no completion
anywhere in the U.S. rose to 36 million (NSC, 2019). This figure rose from December
2013 by 6.6 million. While it is true that more people have been going to college than
ever before, the college completion rate hasn’t changed much (NSC, 2019). Of first-time
full-time students enrolled in fall 2010, only 60% graduated with a bachelor’s degree by
2016 (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Additionally, students first enrolled in fall
2013, only 30% of degree- or certificate-seeking first-time full-time community college
students graduated with a degree or certificate at 150% of normal time. For public
community colleges, the graduation rate was only 24% (U.S. Department of Education,
2018). Time to complete a two-year degree is an average of 3.4 years. The National
Student Clearinghouse Research Center results indicate that there is a complex
relationship between persistence, transfer, and graduation at community colleges (NCS,
2016).
Community colleges must create a supportive and engaging environment to
increase their completion rates because community college students face more challenges
and risk factors than their counterparts in four-year institutions. Community colleges play
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a critical role in expanding postsecondary education opportunity and also provide critical
pathways to four-year institution for students seeking to transfer (NSC, 2016). These
options are increasingly indispensable for under-served and dis-advantaged students,
working adults, and students with family or employment responsibilities, enabling them
to achieve their educational goals with affordable, flexible and accessible offerings (NSE,
2016). During times of economic hardship, community colleges provide additional
educational and job skills training to individuals affected by unemployment, as reflected
in community college enrollment trends during and after the Great Recession (NSC,
2016).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this quantitative, non-experimental, Ex Post Facto research study
was to compare the performance of Generation Z to Generation Y in relation to their
college experience as seen by their completion rates at Suburban Community College and
compare them to two-year community colleges nationally. Although completion rates at
higher education institutions have been studied extensively, there is very little on how
Generation Z is fairing. Studies on Generation Z are still in their infancy. Colleges and
universities need to better understand when and why a student withdraws from the
institution. This information can provide university officials with knowledge to create
retention strategies that lead to student success and higher graduation rates.
Generation Z are our current traditional aged students and will continue to be until
2032. The study examined traditional age students (18-24) who are first-time, full-time
students, archived completion rates at Suburban Community College to determine if there
is a correlation in completion rates between generations and compare them to national
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two-year public institutions completion rate data. The study included demographic data
of 2007 and 2015 from the National Center for Education Statistics, IPEDS (2018) and
data of 2007 and 2015 from Suburban Community College Office of Planning and
Institutional Effectiveness (2019). Additionally, a convenience sample of 200 students,
which consists of 100 from 2007 (Generation Y) and 100 from 2015 (Generation Z), at
Suburban Community College who are first-time, full-time students enrolled in fall 2007
and fall 2015 was selected to reveal any relationship associated with background,
financial, parental and academic characteristics to their completion rates. Studying the
completion rates of these generations will help us to understand if Suburban Community
College is fulfilling this cohorts’ educational goals and if they are comparable to national
data. Completion rates for all the graduates was divided by two-year completion rates
(100% completion rate), three-year completion rates (150% completion rate) and fouryear or more completion rates (200% completion rate). The independent variables are
background characteristic (race/ethnicity, age, and sex), financial characteristics (types of
financial aid), parental characteristics (parental education), academic characteristics
(High School GPA and program choice). The dependent variable is completion rate.
Higher education has changed significantly over the last century. The Truman
Commission Report issued in 1947, which increased federal support for higher education
led to significant increases in student enrollment and advanced “open door” policies for
community colleges (Bastedo, Altbach, & Gumport, 2016). In addition to greater
accessibility, the mission of the community college has expanded to meet various needs
including developmental (remedial) education, workforce development, transfer
education, continuing education, and community service (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker,
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2013). Though higher education has experienced a significant increase in access, some
federal, state, and local governments, employers, and public are questioning the success
of higher education and its cost effectiveness (Bastedo, Altbach, & Gumport, 2016; Hart
Research Associates, 2013).
The costs of higher education are continually rising. After adjusting for inflation,
published tuition and fees for community colleges is 2.4 times as high as it was in the
1986-1987 academic year, and it has tripled for public four-year institutions (The College
Board, 2017). Despite the increased costs, higher education personnel, legislatures, and
the public perceive the percentage of degree completion to be too low. Of first-time fulltime students enrolled in fall 2010, only 60% graduated with a bachelor’s degree by 2016
(U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Additionally, students first enrolled in fall 2013,
only 30% of degree- or certificate-seeking first-time full-time community college
students graduated with a degree or certificate at 150% of normal time. For public
community colleges, the graduation rate was only 24% (U.S. Department of Education,
2018). Altstadt (2012), an economist, projected in 2012 that higher education would be
unable to fill the necessary credentials for future positions with the current completion
rates.
Additionally, several reports have shared with the public the lack of preparation
students have for key aspects of entering the workforce. Arum and Roksa (2011) found
45% of students showed no significant improvement in areas of critical thinking,
reasoning, and writing after two years of college. After four years, 36% still showed no
significant improvement. McKinsey and Company (2013) surveyed graduates finding
30% did not feel prepared for their jobs, especially in the areas of technical skills and
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quantitative reasoning. Almost half of graduates from four-year institutions were in a job
not requiring a bachelor’s degree. Hart Research Associates (2013) reached out to the
executives of organizations and, though most found higher education was doing a good
job, 40% stated it was only fair, and four percent, poor. Additionally, more than 80% of
the executives surveyed stated the top three areas higher education needs to focus more
on are critical thinking and reasoning, complex problem solving, and written and oral
communication. Though these studies are not peer-reviewed work, they influence public
opinion, increasing the expectation of accountability.
The rising costs of higher education, low graduation rates, an expected gap in
meeting workforce needs, and lack of workplace preparedness have resulted in a demand
for increased transparency and accountability. Higher education institutions, which have
historically been self-governing systems, are now experiencing increased involvement
and expectations from the government (Hillman, Tandberg, & Fryar, 2015). Additionally,
states have funded public higher education institutions based on student enrollment
through full-time equivalency (FTE). Theoretically, this incentivizes increasing
enrollment rather than improving other measures such as retention, completion, and job
placement (Miao, 2012). States are moving toward funding models based on performance
to change these incentives.
Generation Z entered higher education institutions in 2015 and began to graduate
from Community Colleges in 2017 and 4-year institutions in 2019. The Millennial
Generation entered higher education institutions in 1999 and graduated Community
Colleges in 2001 and 4-year institutions in 2003. The symbiotic relationship between
student’s age, program choice and sex to their completion rate will be explored. The most
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extensive articulation of generational models is the work of Howe and Strauss (1997),
understanding the identity of Generation Z and their theory of fourth turning. According
to Strauss and Howe (1997), each generation has its own biography, a biography that tells
the story of how personality of the generation is shaped and how personality
subsequently shapes other generations. Strauss and Howe’s research on the fourth turning
suggests that each generation interacts with other generations and affects changes.
Generation Z is not only influenced by their parents, Generation X, but also by
Generation Y and Baby Boomers. Understanding these relationships and interactions will
also assist us in knowing the identity of Generation Z.
Northeastern University (2014) released a comprehensive National Innovation
Imperative survey that reveals the views of Generation Z. President Aoun of
Northeastern University, addressed the report’s findings, calling for Higher Education
institutions to respond to the motivated and self-directed nature of Generation Z. Higher
education will need to concentrate more on career focused training that results in
attaining experience and employment. Since it is not likely at all that Generation Z will
only have one career in their lifetime, it is imperative to stay knowledgeable on
technology and the job market (Baum, 2013). The days of people getting a job and
staying with one employer for their lifetime are long gone. Today it is an average of three
years. Not only are people changing their jobs, they will be changing their career just as
often in order to keep up with the speed of technological advances. Lifelong learning will
be a necessity for this and future generations (Rickes, 2016). Many of the jobs that are
around today will not exist in the future. Technology will be determining where the
future jobs, careers, and education will evolve. It certainly does not mean that all of our
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current jobs will be obsolete but rather they will be changing and evolving (McCrindle,
2014). Students will need to continually educate themselves to keep up with all of the
technological advances and higher education needs to stay abreast of these changes.
College officials observe that many students attending two-year colleges are somewhat
under-prepared when they initially enroll. They come with a different set of backgrounds:
social, economic, and academic factors that are somewhat different from most students
attending four-year institutions. The student retention problem in America could further
influence the way wealth and social well-being is distributed in this country. Educational
attainment has a much stronger non-equalizing effect on income equality. Trying to
understand how to retain students is an age-old concern for administrators in higher
education and one that has confounding effects on our country. Students demographics
change, their expectations change, technology changes, and frameworks that were once
deemed workable for student success, no longer work for students entering college in a
different time and era.
Theoretical/Conceptual Framework
The theoretical framework used for this study was the research of Vincent Tinto
and his theories on Student Attrition and Retention and Strauss and Howe’s Generational
Theory. Spady (1971) created a sociological model for student departure, which began to
investigate the relationship between the student and the college environment. Vincent
Tinto (1975, 1993) built upon Spady’s model of student departure suggested that the
characteristics with which a student enters college along with their commitment to
college and to graduating impacted their decision to leave an institution. This theoretical
model became the basis for most of the research conducted on retention in the next years.
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Alexander Astin (1977, 1985) also worked on university retention and studied college
student characteristics through national databases. He concluded that involvement in both
social and academic experiences was most important to the retention of a student (Astin,
1985). Across the nation, researchers looked at how the college experience impacted a
student’s decision to persist.
Academic and social integration work together to influence ongoing goal and
institutional commitments, which, in turn, lead to the decision to remain in, or to leave,
college (Tinto, 1993). This model was later revised through the addition of commitments
outside the institution and intentions to remain enrolled. Tinto posits that students are
more likely to remain enrolled in an institution if they become connected to the social and
academic life of that institution. Students who become integrated into a college, by
developing connections to individuals, participating in clubs, or engaging in academic
activities, are more likely to persist than those who remain on the periphery. Preventing
this integration process may be incongruence, or a lack of institutional fit. Students who
do not feel at home in an institution or do not believe that an institution can help them
meet their goals are unlikely to persist. Likewise, students who are isolated, or who do
not engage in social interactions within the college, are less likely to persist in the
institution. Both incongruence and isolation inhibit the integration process, thereby
inhibiting persistence.
Tinto points out that student integration into an institution can occur along two
dimensions, the academic and the social. Academic integration occurs when students
become attached to the intellectual life of the college, while social integration occurs
when students create relationships and connections outside of the classroom. These two
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concepts, though analytically distinct, interact with and enhance one another. While
students must be integrated into the institution along both dimensions to increase their
likelihood of persistence, they need not be equally integrated along the two. Likewise,
Tinto notes that there are both formal and informal systems within institutions that can
encourage integration and persistence. Tinto’s framework has been applied to myriad
studies of student persistence in postsecondary education. Its usefulness for community
college students, however, has been questioned, as it is assumed that community colleges
provide students with fewer opportunities for social integration and that the social aspect
of postsecondary education may be less appealing to students attending two-year
commuter institutions (Sameano, 2010).
Strauss & Howe (1997) defined a generation as a cohort of people that are born
within a specified period of time, typically encompassing a space of between 17 and 25
years. Generational theory explains how an era in which a person is born affects the
development of their worldview. Neil Howe and William Strauss (2000) contend that key
defining characteristics, attitudes and behaviors distinguish generations which will have
an effect on their lifestyles and goals.
A generational perspective provides higher education administrators with one
more tool for understanding students. By exploring the factors that shape a generation’s
peer personality and discerning identifying characteristics of that personality, educators
can develop more effective policies and practices. Effective practitioners must have a
firm grasp of theoretical and conceptual models that explain their work. However, like all
models, a generational perspective should be employed with caution. Like many mega
theories, it can lead to stereotyping and overgeneralization. Still, it has been advanced by
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human resource development experts that people tend to do in the future what has worked
for them in the past (Coomes, Debard, 2004). As long as this perspective is attached to
consideration of the past behavior of an individual in order to predict the future, the
theory has validity (Erikson, 1964).
By studying what Strauss and Howe (1991) describe as the “peer personality” of
an emerging generation such as the Millennials (students born after 1980), practitioners
can better identify their students’ needs and reconcile the potential intergenerational
conflicts that can emerge when values are not aligned. The relationships between Boomer
generation or Generation X faculty and staff and Generation Z students now beginning.
Seemiller and Grace (2016) book on Generation Z help guide this study in
identifying characteristics of this and prior generations as they enter higher education
institutions. In previous generations, adolescents waited to become adults to achieve
something of substance, but due to technology, Generation Z expects to be more than just
a spectator, and therefore tend to believe they can make a difference at any age (Seemiller
& Grace, 2016). Seemilller and Grace (2016) defined Generation Z as similar to
Generation Y, yet very different. Seemiller and Grace (2016) research uncovered
characteristics, outlooks, and trends of our current college students, Generation Z, which
will assist Higher Education practitioners to understand and be prepared for what they
bring to Higher Education. This study is guided by the research framework as seen below
in figure 1.
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Figure 1.1 Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework illustrates that students are successful at completion
rates based on pre-entry attributes such as background characteristics, financial
characteristics, parental characteristics and academic characteristics. These attributes are
part of the sociological, psychological and economic theories that many researchers have
used in the past to study retention and completion. Students also need to have a positive
institutional experience which is determined by the academic preparedness and
achievement. A high degree of self-efficacy is also required to help the student to become
independent and self-reliant. Lastly, program choice can increase student’s retention and
commitment to completion.
Since generations have a certain set of characteristics based upon the research of
Strauss and Howe (1997) on environmental influences that affect each generations unique
characteristics, Tinto (1975) research presupposes that students enter college with diverse
15

individual and family background characteristics and prior educational experience (e.g.
gender, race, aptitude, motivation, primary and secondary school experience, cultural and
social capital, etc.) that shape their initial commitment to get a college degree and their
initial commitment to finish their degree at particular college or university. These
characteristics are influenced by their parents, their beliefs and the time in which they are
raised. Strauss and Howe (1991) posits that one of the factors that help to form
generations and drive the cycle involves identifying a pattern of parenting that influences
how children are raised. Seemiller and Grace (2016) help guide this study with their
description of Generation Z characteristics and expectations. My conceptual framework
and the basis of this study is to look at generational differences of Generation Y and
Generation Z, their unique characteristics based on environmental factors that help shape
them, and the attributes (i.e. background, academic, parental, and financial) that have
shown to affect persistence to determine if these generations are showing any differences
with regard to their completion at higher education institutions. This study will assist
with the examination of completion rates for Generation Z since there is a gap in the
literature pertaining to this generation.
Significance of the Study
As a result of the information derived from the research, the study has significant
importance to the higher education institutions across the United States by providing
insight on Generation Z students’ academic success and completion at higher education
institutions. Considerable theoretic and empirical effort has been given to understanding
the process of student retention and graduation in higher education. Studies on
Generation Z is in its infancy and they will be our traditional aged students until 2032.
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For all types of institutions of higher education, accountability pressures from the federal
government have raised the importance of identifying and removing barriers to student
progress and success (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). Meeting the needs of our
current and future generations is significant for the viability of higher education
institutions across the country. Research on this generation is in its infancy and there is
no current research on this particular comparison. Completion rates for this generation
will be useful in determining if we are meeting their educational needs. Of first-time fulltime students enrolled in fall 2010, only 60% graduated with a bachelor’s degree by 2016
(U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Additionally, students first enrolled in fall 2013,
Millennial (Generation Y) students, only 30% of degree- or certificate-seeking first-time
full-time community college students graduated with a degree or certificate at 150% of
normal time. For public community colleges, the graduation rate was only 24% (U.S.
Department of Education, 2018). Nationally, student enrollment is down 1.5% and down
2.5% for two-year public institutions (NSCRC, 2017).
To increase our completion rates, it is important for Higher Educational
professionals to understand our current generation’s expectations. Researchers have
hypothesized many things about Generation Z, from the type of students they will be to
the type of workers they will become. Much of the information presently known about
Generation Z is based on a variety of factors such as who their parents are, extant
research on generational cohorts (Strauss & Howe, 1991), or other studies conducted on
this generation by marketing companies, Northwestern University, and several other
researchers. University administrators, faculty, and staff will find this information useful
as they begin to implement strategic plans for challenging and supporting this population
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of students through academic and co-curricular activities. In order for colleges and
universities to stay relevant they will need to adapt their courses, programs, processes,
environments, and initiatives to meet the needs of this new cohort of students (Seemiller
& Grace, 2016). This information imperative when considering the declining enrollment
for institutions as we look towards the future of sustainability for many Higher Education
institutions.
At colleges and universities across the United States, university officials are
struggling with the retention of students. As a result, colleges and universities need to
better understand when and why a student leaves their institutions. With this information,
university leaders can create retention strategies that help students to be successful and
lead to higher graduation rates. Higher Education institutions should re-evaluate their
practices in order to be inclusive of all students. It is important for educators and policy
makers to be aware of the diversity of students in order to ensure that students are
successful in the completion of their educational attainment. Although institutional
studies are increasing at two-year colleges, they are still rather limited in scope because
each institution studies factors that are unique to their student body and culture. To
accomplish this requires a constant reexamination of our assumptions and policies related
to the goals and aspirations of generations and how we can effectively assist in
successfully achieving them. This study will assist with the examination of completion
rates for Generation Z since there is a gap in the research pertaining to this generation.
Connection with Social Justice and Vincentian Mission in Education
This research paper addresses an issue of social justice for historically
underrepresented, discriminated and disadvantaged groups. The basis of the research is
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social justice of our increasingly diverse student population. Community colleges mission
is to enable access to education for all. With this comes challenges that need to be
addressed. St. John’s mission statement commits to academic excellence and the pursuit
of wisdom, which flows from free inquiry, religious values, and human experience. They
strive to preserve and enhance an atmosphere in which scholarly research, imaginative
methodology, global awareness, and an enthusiastic quest for truth serve as the basis of a
vital teaching-learning process and the development of lifelong learning. Inspired by St.
Vincent de Paul’s compassion and zeal for service St. John’s University strives to provide
excellent education for all people, especially those lacking economic, physical, or social
advantages (St. John’s University, 2019). Community Colleges are open access
institutions with different missions and characteristics than their four-year counterparts.
The mission of the community college includes developmental (remedial) education,
workforce development, transfer education, continuing education, and community
service, which influences the populations they serve (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2013).
Community colleges include a greater number of part-time students, students in need of
remediation, older students, minorities, English language learners, low-income students,
and students juggling multiple responsibilities including family, jobs, and school (Cohen,
Brawer, & Kisker, 2013; Li, Gándara, & Rutherford, 2018; U.S. Department of
Education, 2018). All of these factors can negatively influence the successfulness of
certain metrics. Researchers found that institutions with high numbers of racial/ethnic
minority students and part-time students have lower graduation rates (Bailey, Calcagno,
Jenkins, Leinbach, & Kienzl, 2006). Calcagno, Bailey, Jenkins, Kienzl, and Leinbach
(2008) also conducted a study using IPEDS data on the relationship between minority
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students and the attainment of community college students. They found colleges with
more minority students had lower graduation rates even after controlling for race, test
scores, and socioeconomic status. Additionally, students not academically prepared or
with other social disadvantages have a less likelihood of obtaining a degree. As described
in the research, racial/ethnic minority, part-time, academically underprepared, and lowincome students all have increased difficulties in achieving student outcomes. Because
these populations are more common to Community Colleges, achieving success in certain
metrics is more difficult, especially metrics from models that develop the same standard
for both community colleges and four-year institutions. Completion rates at two-year
institutions have an effect on four year institutions enrollment and the mission to create
lifelong learning at most higher education institutions.
Research Questions
The purpose of this quantitative, Ex Post Facto research study was to compare the
performance of Generation Z and Generation Y in relation to their college experience as
seen by their completion rates at Suburban Community College and compare them to
two-year Community Colleges nationally. Although completion rates at higher education
institutions have been studied extensively, there is very little on how Generation Z is
fairing and what variables are affecting their completion rates. Studies on Generation Z
are still in their infancy.
The following research questions guided this study:
1) To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to
Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College?
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2) To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to
Generation Y program choice at Suburban Community College?
3) To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to
Generation Y background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics have
on completion rates at Suburban Community College?
4) To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to
Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College and national twoyear Community Colleges?
Design and Methods
The researcher conducted a quantitative study by creating a panel dataset with the
use of data collected from Suburban Community College, the U.S. Department of
Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), and the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The study was conducted to determine if there is
a relationship between background, financial, parental and academic characteristics to
completion rates between generations at Suburban Community College. Additionally, the
researcher looked at demographic data for first-time, full-time students who enrolled in
two-year Community College institutions in 2007 and 2015 nationally and compare them
to Suburban Community College completion rates.
A full-model multiple regression was used and graduation rate was predicted by a
combination of categorical and continuous predictors. Using a Binary Logit Model, the
impact of Generation and program choice had on associate degree completion using
SPSS version 24 software. Logit regression is a type of probabilistic statistical
classification model. It is also used to predict a binary response from a binary
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predictor, used for predicting the outcome of a categorical dependent variable (i.e.,
graduation) based on one or more predictor variables (features).
Since the study used categorical variables, descriptive statistics were used to
determine any relationship between categorical variables. Since the dependent variable
(completion rate) is dichotomous (student completed or did not complete) the use of
binary logistic regression was used as an analyzing tool for estimating what factors
predict student completion. As a tool, it has the ability to coordinate relationships
between independent factors that are categorical in nature and define their relationships to
the study’s dependent variable (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). Binary and/or dummy
variables also indicate a student’s membership into a specific group (i.e. age, gender,
race/ethnicity, parental education, high school GPA, program choice, etc.) For a
completion study of this nature, age is a categorical variable that needs to be segmented
into different age groups because it is not linear. You do not need to be of a certain age to
be in your first year of study. Logistic regression was considered to be the most effective
method for analyzing data for this study because the outcomes of its research question,
completion rate, is dichotomous in nature. According to Wright (1995), “the validity of a
logistic regression model is dependent upon meeting four basic criteria:
1. The criterion variable must be dichotomous.
2. The outcomes must be independent.
3. The model must contain all relevant variables and no irrelevant variables, and
4. The outcome categories must be mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive”
(p.220).
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Hypotheses
Hypotheses 1
Ho – There is no significant difference between completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
H1 –There is significant difference between completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
Hypotheses 2
Ho – There are significant differences in program choice between Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
H1 – There are no significant differences in program choice between Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
Hypotheses 3
Ho – There are no significant differences in completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y between background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics at
Suburban Community College.
H1 – There are significant differences in completion rates of Generation Z to Generation
Y between background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics at Suburban
Community College.
Hypotheses 4
Ho – There are no significant differences between Generation Z to Generation Y
completion rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year Community
Colleges.
H1 – There are significant differences between Generation Z to Generation Y completion
rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year Community Colleges.
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Sample or Participants
Participants included in the target population consisted of Generation Z and
Generation Y students ages 18-24, who were first time, full time students, within a
Community College located on Long Island, New York in 2007 and 2015. For the
purpose of this study, Generation Z students, as referred to as traditional students, are
defined as any student born between 1997-2012 and began college in 2015. Millennial
students are defined as any student born between 1981-1996 and began college in 1999.
A random stratified sample was used with unique identifiers so that the researcher can
track students from enrollment to completion.
The independent variables for the study are age, sex, race/ethnicity, parental
education, High School GPA, program choice and financial aid, categorized as
background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics. Sex was defined as male or
female. Age was defined as students who are 18-24 years and first time, full time
students. Program choice was defined as categories. High School G.P.A. was defined as
categories. Parental characteristics was defined as degree earned or no degree earned.
Financial aid was defined as Pell eligible and not Pell eligible. The dependent variable is
completion rate. Completion rate will include:
2 year – 100% normal graduation time
3 year – 150% of normal graduation time
4 year – 200 % of normal graduation time.
Normal graduation time for two-year Associate degrees is defined as 2-year completion.
IPEDS groupings of the control variables for this study were used.
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Instruments
A stratified random sampling technique was used to examine completion rates
of Generation Z and Generation Y. The study was conducted in Suburban Community
College, two-year public Higher Education institution. The current population of the
students (2018) is approximately 26,000, of which 4,674 are first-time, full-time
students, with reported demographics of: 55.1% White, 8.1% Black, 21.3% Hispanic,
3.7% Asian Pacific, .4% American Indian, Non-resident alien .3%, Two or more 2.0%,
and 9% other/unknown (SCCC Fact Book, 2019). The ratio of faculty to student is
25:1. The sample consists of archived data from Suburban Community College and
national data from National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) two-year
institutions who enrolled in 2007 and 2015 and who then graduated in two years,
(100% normal completion rate), three years, (150% normal completion rate) and four
years, (200% normal completion rate). The samples were separated into subgroups by
year enrolled, program choice, age, race/ethnicity, sex, parental education, financial aid
and High School GPA. The data from Suburban Community College was further
broken down to first-time, full-time enrolled students (Generation Y) in 2007, totaling
3,450, of which a convenience sample of 100 students will be used for analysis of
completion rate. Additionally, data from Suburban Community College first-time, fulltime enrolled students (Generation Z) in 2015, totaling 3,714, of which a convenience
sample of 100 students was used for analysis of completion rate. The study
investigated any correlations between factors that may affect completion rates of
Generation Z to Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College and
how they compare to national data.
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For the comparison of completion rates between Generation Z and Generation Y,
data was obtained from Suburban Community College, a two-year public institution. For
the comparison of Suburban Community College to national public two-year community
colleges data was obtained through Suburban Community College and the National
Center for Education Statistics. The purpose of this research study was to understand the
expectations of Generation Z in relation to their performance as seen by their completion
rates at both Suburban Community College and nationally at two-year institutions for
students who enrolled in 2015 and compare them to the Millennial Generation who
enrolled in 2007. The archived data retrieved from the National Center for Education
Statistics is from their Digest of Education Statics in 2018. The data from the National
Center for Education Statistics consists of degrees conferred by postsecondary
institutions, by control of institution and level of degree, data from graduation rate of
Associate degree from institutions by program, data from graduation from institution type
by race, ethnicity and sex, and data from enrollment by control of institution and age of
student.
Procedures or Interventions
The archived data retrieved from the Office of Planning and Institutional
Effectiveness at Suburban Community consists of graduation completion rates of all
students who enrolled in 2007 and 2015 by age, race/ethnicity, sex, program choice, High
School GPA, Financial Aid, and parental education. There were no instruments used in
this study. For this study, there was no treatment or intervention. The purpose of this nonexperiment study is to examine completion rates at Suburban Community College for
first-time, full-time students who enrolled in 2007 and 2015 to compare them to national
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data on two-year, three-year and four-year or more completion rates of two-year public
Community Colleges.
Definition of Terms
Generation: A generation is a group of people of the same age in a similar social location
who experience similar social events (Sessa, Kabacoff, Deal, & Brown, 2007).
Two-year institution: A postsecondary institution that offers programs of at least 2 but
less than 4 years duration. Includes occupational and vocational schools with programs of
at least 1800 hours and academic institutions with programs less than 4 years (IPEDS,
2016).
Cohort: A specific group of students established for tracking purposes. For the
graduation rate (GR) component, the initial cohort only includes full-time, first-time
students (IPEDS, 2016).
Demographic Variable: is a variable that is collected by researchers to describe the
nature and distribution of the sample used with inferential statistics. The demographic
variables used in this study are age, sex, race/ethnicity, parental education, high school
GPA, program choice, and financial aid eligibility.
Normal time to completion: The amount of time necessary for a student to complete all
the requirements for a degree or certificate according to the institution’s catalog. This is
typically 2 years (4 semesters) for an Associate degree in a standard term institution
(IPEDS, 2016).
Graduation rate 100%: This rate is calculated as the total number of completers within
100% of normal time divided by the graduation rate adjusted cohort (IPEDS, 2016).
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Graduation rate 150%: This rate is calculated as the total number of completers within
150% of normal time divided by the graduation rate adjusted cohort (IPEDS, 2016).
Graduation rate 200%: This rate is calculated as the total number of completers within
200% of normal time divided by the graduation rate adjusted cohort (IPEDS, 2016).
Generation Z: Anyone born between 1997 and 2012 is considered part of Generation Z
(Pew Research Center, 2019).
Generation Y: Anyone born between 1981 and 1996 is considered a Millennial or
Generation Y (Pew Research Center, 2019).
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Related Research
As already noted in chapter one, additional studies are needed to provide newer
models to better address retention and completion efforts at higher education institutions.
This chapter includes a review of the literature on the history of completion rates of
students at higher education institutions and the factors that are influencing them. The
objective of this literature review is to also provide an overview of the current
information regarding Generation Z. The literature review section is organized as
follows: history of undergraduate retention and completion; Community College
characteristics and challenges; Community College retention programs and completion
rates; predicting completion rates; demographic, academic, financial and parental
influences on completion; understanding generations; generations defined and
differences; overview Generation Y and Z; generational characteristics related to
retention; relationship between prior research and present study.
Both the St. John’s University library and Suburban Community College library
served as initial sources to perform searches. These searches included use of EBSCO
Host and ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global. Use of both Education Resources
Information Center (ERIC) and Google Scholar provided additional articles. The
population for the current study was the public community colleges in the United States
as defined by the American Association of Community Colleges. This study focused on
the institutional level data for each community college as obtained from IPEDS from
2007 to 2018. This was the last year for which the data was available.
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Theoretical Framework
The current study aims to examine Generation Z’s completion rates in higher
education institutions. The theoretical influences and framework that was used in this
study will be through the influences of Vincent Tinto’s (1993) theory of student retention,
Strauss and Howe’s generational models (1997) and the research of Seemiller and Grace
(2016).
Vincent Tinto
Vincent Tinto's model of student departure has had the greatest influence on our
understanding of student retention. His theory helped guide many dissertations and
empirical studies of student retention. The model posits that students enter college with
family and individual attributes as well as precollege schooling (Tinto, 1975). They enter
with certain commitments, both to finishing college and to staying at their college. Tinto
(1975) presupposes that students enter college with diverse individual and family
background characteristics and prior educational experience (e.g. gender, race, aptitude,
motivation, primary and secondary school experience, cultural and social capital, etc.)
that shape their initial commitment to get a college degree and their initial commitment to
finish their degree at particular college or university. He believed that every belief, every
value, or every element of the student’s history, before enrollment, will influence the
student’s degree of commitment to the institution, and the degree to which they will
actively be involved in the institution’s academic and social environment and graduate.
Students enter an academic system that is characterized by grade performance and
intellectual development, which together lead to academic integration, and they enter a
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social system where peer group interactions and faculty interactions lead to social
integration (Tinto, 1975, 1993).
Tinto’s original model, (Tinto 1975), contained five categories, with constructs
interacting to determine a student’s dropout decision. In many respects the three primary
principles of Tinto’s model are to describe processes whereby institutions of higher
education were committed to the students they serve, that they were committed to the
education of all, not just some, of their students and thirdly that they were committed to
the development of supportive social and educational communities in which all students
are integrated as competent members.
Tinto’s (1987) research noted students who are assimilated into both the academic
and social experiences of an institution are more likely to persist. The research goes on to
inform university officials that the decision to withdraw from a college is, “a function of
what occurred after entry” (Tinto, 1975). According to Tinto’s (1987) research, several
factors impact student attrition: (a) whether or not a student feels socially isolated on
campus, (b) whether or not the student has difficulty adjusting to their new environment,
(c) a student’s inability to connect the knowledge received in class to what they already
know and understand, and lastly (d) students have trouble in the college environment
(Tinto, 1987). In order to understand and support students in their academic success the
university needs to understand the impact of their current academic programs.
Further work by Tinto led to the development of a longitudinal, explanatory
model of departure (Tinto 1993). While Tinto's later model (1993) is similar in structure
to his earlier ones, it offers another explanation of student departure: failure to negotiate
the rites of passage, as seen in figure 2 below. According to this theory, students would
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remain enrolled if they separated themselves from their family and high school friends,
engaged in processes by which they identified with and took on the values of other
students and faculty, and committed themselves to pursuing those values and behaviors.
This expanded work added “…adjustment, difficulty, incongruence, isolation, finances,
learning, and external obligations or commitments” to his original model. He proposed
that “…the stronger the individual’s level of social and academic integration, the greater
his or her subsequent commitment to the institution and to the goal of college graduation”
(Pascarella, 1986).

Figure 2.2 Tinto’s Conceptual Schema for Dropout from College
In summary, Tinto’s Conceptual Dropout from college model argues that
individual departure from institutions can be viewed as arising out of a longitudinal
process of interactions between an individual with given attributes, skills, financial
resources, prior educational experiences, dispositions (intentions and commitments) and
integration with other members of the academic and social systems of the institution
(Tinto, 1993). Student’s entry commitment affects the extent of their social and academic
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interaction within a learning institution, and the extent of their integration, which in turn
has an impact on their goals and institutional commitment.
Strauss & Howe
The most extensive articulation of a generational model is that of William Strauss
and Neil Howe. Their model has been the basis for examinations of generations of
college students (Howe and Strauss, 2003) and forms the conceptual framework to attend
higher education can be better understood within the framework of generational analysis.
According to Strauss and Howe, each generation has its own biography, a biography that
tells the story of how the personality of the generation is shaped and how that personality
subsequently shapes other generations. In their model, generations are defined as “a
cohort-group whose length approximates the span of a phase of life and whose
boundaries are fixed by peer personality” (p. 60). By length, they assert that a “phase of
life” involves central social roles that span a twenty-two-year period of an individual’s
life. Strauss and Howe build what they admit is a “simple lifecycle framework of four life
phases of equal twenty-two-year lengths. Strauss and Howe suggest that the life roles at
each life stage are distinctly different. For youth, the central role is one of dependence
and includes growing, learning, accepting protection and nurturance, avoiding harm, and
acquiring values. For the rising, activities include working, starting families and
livelihoods, serving institutions, and testing values. For those in the midlife stage,
leadership, parenting, teaching, directing institutions, and using values become important
life tasks. Finally, elderhood entails stewardship, including supervising, mentoring,
channeling endowments, and passing on values (Strauss & Howe, 2003).
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A generation also has a peer personality, which Strauss and Howe (1991) define
as a “generational persona recognized and determined by (1) common age location; (2)
common beliefs and behavior; and (3) perceived membership in a common generation”
(p. 64). Each of these is important, but it may be the third one that is most important. To
be a generation, its members must recognize it as distinct from other generations. What
leads to this recognition is the interaction the members of a new generation have with
members of other generations and how they experience “social moments,” which Strauss
and Howe define as “an era, typically lasting about a decade, when people perceive that
historic events are radically altering their social environment” (p. 71). This two-part
interplay of one generation with another and with important social moment’s results in
what Strauss and Howe term the “generational diagonal.” The generational diagonal
acknowledges that generations are not static; they move through time influencing and
being influenced by important historical events (events Strauss and Howe see as inneroriented “spiritual awakenings” and out-oriented “secular crises”) and other generations
(Coomes & Debard, 2004). The most interesting part of this theory is the idea that a
generation is shaped by its interactions with other extant generations. In their newest
book on Millennial students, Howe and Strauss (2003) posit a number of rules for
understanding how generations move through the generational diagonal and interact with
other generations: First, each rising generation breaks with the young-adult generation,
whose style no longer functions well in a new era. Second, it corrects for what it
perceives as the excesses of the current midlife generation—their parents and leaders—
sometimes as a protest. Third, it fills the social role being vacated by the departing elder
generation (p. 21). As one views the current generations on college campuses, the
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dynamics of the interactions among these generations appear to give some credibility to
these rules (Coomes & Debard 2004).
Neil Howe and William Strauss (2000) contend that key defining characteristics,
attitudes and behaviors distinguish generations which will have an effect on their
lifestyles and goals. The era in which a person is born affects the development of his/her
worldview. Value systems are established early in life and are shaped by significant
events in the general era in which you are born and by the parents’ generation by which a
person is raised. One of the factors that help to form generations and drive the cycle
involves identifying a pattern of parenting that influences how children are raised. Strauss
and Howe (1997) reference this pattern as a swinging pendulum, which takes 45 years to
swing one way and 45 years to swing back. At one end is a parenting approach that
allows a maximum amount of freedom, which encourages children to find themselves,
and exposes them to real dangers (Eeman, 2007). Generation X was raised in this manner
and were part of the Nomad archetype. Strauss and Howe identified four generational
archetypes: prophets, nomads, heroes, and artists (1991). If we follow Strauss and
Howe’s archetypes, Generation Z would fall mainly in the Artist archetype.
The Prophet generations typically emerges near the end of a crisis. This
generation typically grows up as indulged children and self- absorbed crusaders. They
tend to focus on morals and principles during their midlife. An example of this generation
is the Baby Boomers (Strauss & Howe, 1991).
The Nomad generation is typically born during an awakening period. They grow
up as under-protected children and become pragmatic leaders during a crisis. A recent
example of the nomad is Generation X. As nomads become parents, they adapt to a
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stricter parenting style, moving toward safety and protection. Their children are shielded
from the dangers of the world and are taught to handle the small stuff, stay in line, behave
themselves, and cover the details.
The hero generation are born after an awakening period and grow up as protected
children. They tend to be team-oriented, overly-confident during their midlife, and
energetic (Strauss & Howe, 1997). An example of the hero generation is the Millennial
generation. They look back at their own childhood raised on the 3Rs: rules, respect, and
responsibility. As a result, they loosen their parenting style and celebrate their children,
The artist generation is typically born during a crisis. They grow up overprotected
by adults who are preoccupied with the crisis. An example of the artist generation is the
Silent generation. While generational cohort theory is stage-oriented, arguing individuals
move through time and are influenced by their environment, narrative inquiry examines
the story three dimensionally in terms of interactions (both personal and social),
continuing (including past, present, and future), and situational (defining the particular
location in space) (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000).
According to Eeman (2007), generational theory came to prominence in 1991
based on the work of Strauss and Howe. These researchers suggested that a person’s life
can be divided into four stages: youth, rising adulthood, midlife, and elderhood. Strauss
and Howe said that generations of people go through these same four stages of life and a
full cycle lasts approximately 90 years (Eeman, 2007).
One of the factors that help to form generations and drive the cycle involves
identifying a pattern of parenting that influences how children are raised. Strauss and
Howe (1997) reference this pattern as a swinging pendulum, which takes 45 years to
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swing one way and 45 years to swing back. At one end is a parenting approach that
allows a maximum amount of freedom, which encourages children to find themselves,
and exposes them to real dangers (Eeman, 2007). Generation X was raised in this
manner. Strauss and Howe identified four generational archetypes: prophets, nomads,
heroes, and artists (1991). Prophet generations typically emerge near the end of a crisis.
This generation typically grows up as indulged children and self- absorbed crusaders.
They tend to focus on morals and principles during their midlife. An example of this
generation is the Baby Boomers (Strauss & Howe, 1991). The nomad generation is
typically born during an awakening period. They grow up as under-protected children
and become pragmatic leaders during a crisis (Strauss & Howe, 1997). A recent example
of the nomad is Generation X. As nomads become parents, they adapt to a stricter
parenting style, moving toward safety and protection. Their children are shielded from
the dangers of the world and are taught to handle the small stuff, stay in line, behave
themselves, and cover the details. Generation X are the parent of Generation Z. To fully
understand Generation Z, it is important to examine their parents, Generation X. The next
generation is the hero generation. They are born after an awakening period and grow up
as protected children. They tend to be team-oriented, overly-confident during their
midlife, and energetic (Strauss & Howe, 1997). An example of the hero generation is the
Millennial generation. Generation Y or the Millennial generation were raised mostly by
the Baby Boomers. They look back at their own childhood raised on the 3Rs: rules,
respect, and responsibility. As a result, they loosen their parenting style and celebrate
their children. The last generation is the artist generation. This generation is typically
born during a crisis. They grow up overprotected by adults who are preoccupied with the
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crisis. An example of the artist generation is the Silent generation and Generation Z. Pew
Research (2105) composed a chart distinguishing today’s cohorts characteristic according
to Strauss & Howe (1991) generational theory as see in figure 3 below.

Figure 2.3 Generational Cohorts of Strauss and Howe
Seemiller and Grace
Another important factor to look at is learning styles or learning approach
theories. Generation Z has access to more information than past generations. This can be
a positive thing but may also prove to have some negative connotations. If they believe
everything that they see on the internet, then it can be harmful. Generation Z has a vast
amount of information at their fingertips, with ninety percent of this information has been
created in the past couple of years (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). This should make learning
much different than it was in the past.
In order to determine the learning styles of Generation Z we need to consider their
characteristics. They are very independent, like to observe, are visuals, and will work in
groups independently. Their need to work independently means that even in group
settings they will probably meet and all work on same google document. They tend to
enjoy learning that incorporates independent and hands on work with engaging
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instructors and supportive peers (Seemiller, Grace, 2016). Most of Generation Z,
according to their characteristic, would be either converging or diverging because they
like to observe, think and do. Men and women even have different learning styles
because women prefer conversation whereas men would probably lead more towards
hands on and doing (Bruinsma, 2004).
According to research that was conducted by Corey Seemiller and Meghan Grace,
Generation Z students are style shifters, which means they consciously employ a specific
style appropriate for the situation at hand. Generation Z students fluctuate from the
executing a task (doing style) to strategizing a plan (thinking style) to taking initiative
(leading styles) depending on the context (Seemiller, Grace, 2016). According to their
research, most Generation Z students favor the doing style, both men and women. This is
in line with their characteristics. Many people would think that Generation Z students are
followers because of all the internet following they do on a daily basis, but this is not the
case. They tend to shift their style depending on the task at hand. Remember that
Generation Z children usually had both parents who worked because of financial
concerns during the Great Recession. This has affected how this generation thinks and
works. They have real concerns for society and careers since they witnessed the hardships
that their parent experienced. Although they were left to be independent, Generation Z is
very close to their parents and have transparent relationships with them. They will
probably expect to have this type of relationship with leaders, an open and honest one.
Research done by Oblinger and Oblinger (2005) was probably one of the best to
legitimize that this generation has unique personal and behavioral characteristics. They
echo much of the research that Howe and Strauss (2000) say about this generation but
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argue that the Net generation is digitally literate, connected, social, and has a preference
for experimental learning and immediate feedback. They go further and suggest that there
are clear educational implications of these characteristics, arguing that they point to a
preference for team-based, collaborative, and structured learning experiences that are
socially meaningful and use visual and kinetics approaches (Bullen, Morgan, Qayyum,
2011).
Based on these and similar findings, higher education will need to adjust it
pedagogy to meet the student’s needs. Generation Z need to impact society and their
entrepreneurial goals should change how we focus our program development and the way
we deliver our teaching methods. Our pedagogies, structures, curriculums are currently
developed with previous generations in mind. Generation Z is going to be looking to real
world learning experiences. This should include expanding leadership development, offer
leadership experiences that reflect reality, shift service learning to social change, offer
student selected community engagement experiences, rethink mandatory volunteer
requirements, connect their passions to their practices, guarantee internship opportunities
early on, require experiential learning, increase global experiences, offer social
entrepreneurship courses for non-business majors, create opportunities for real life
problem solving and help students to engage in microfinancing (Seemiller, 2016). We
need to conceptualize our institutions to meet the new generation’s aspirations of
engagement, entrepreneurship, making a difference in society, and experiences. Most of
this generation is working full time so you will not engage them unless you make it
simple. An essential part of this would be to teach critical thinking skills because it is an
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important skill for them to be successful in these goals. Critical thinking skills will enable
them to be creative and independent (Bruinsma, 2004).
Since generations have a certain set of characteristics based upon the research of
Strauss and Howe (1997) on environmental influences that affect each generations unique
characteristics, Tinto (1975) research presupposes that students enter college with diverse
individual and family background characteristics and prior educational experience (e.g.
gender, race, aptitude, motivation, primary and secondary school experience, cultural and
social capital, etc.) that shape their initial commitment to get a college degree and their
initial commitment to finish their degree at particular college or university. These
characteristics are influenced by their parents, their beliefs and the time in which they are
raised. Strauss and Howe (1991) posits that one of the factors that help to form
generations and drive the cycle involves identifying a pattern of parenting that influences
how children are raised. The theoretical basis of this study is to look at generational
differences of Generation Y and Generation Z, their unique characteristics based on
environmental factors that help shape them, and the attributes (i.e. background, academic,
parental, and financial) that have shown to affect persistence to determine if these
generations are showing any differences in their completion at higher education
institutions. Seemiller and Grace (2016) research uncovered characteristics, outlooks, and
trends of our current college students, Generation Z which will assist Higher Education
practitioners to understand and be prepared for what they bring to Higher Education. The
theoretical framework for this study is illustrated below in figure 4.
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Figure 2.4 Theoretical Framework
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Review of Literature
History of Higher Education Retention
A historical look at retention reveals that empirical study of undergraduate
retention has grown considerably over the last fifty years. Researchers are concerned with
variables related to student persistence in college as well as identifying best practices to
encourage degree attainment. From the 1600s to the mid-1800s, the earliest institutions of
higher education in the United States catered to very select populations, student degree
completion was rare, and universities focused more on institutional survival than student
graduation (Berger & Lyon, 2005). Monumental changes in higher education came with
the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 and the growth of cities and urban life in the late
1800s and early 1900s. These two events created more institutions of higher education
and more individuals seeking access to higher education (Goldin & Katz, 1999).
Emerging urban lifestyles created a greater need for postsecondary learning and degree
attainment (Berger & Lyon, 2005). Additionally, the increased demand for university
trained scientists to work in industrialized areas led to changes in the way’s knowledge
was organized and taught in institutions of higher education. These changes led to the
development of more prescriptive curriculums and a greater desire for individuals to
obtain a degree (Goldin & Katz, 1999). At this time, interest in undergraduate retention
and graduation began to grow.
The first studies of undergraduate retention appeared in the 1930s. In particular, a
1938 study lead by John McNeely and published by the U.S. Department of Interior and
the Office of Education collected data from 60 institutions and examined demographic
characteristics, social engagement and reasons for departure. This groundbreaking study
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is considered a precursor for many studies that would occur during the 1960s when
undergraduate retention began to form into a well-researched subfield of higher education
(Berger & Lyon, 2005). The next great growth in higher education developed after World
War II. The GI Bill had a dramatic influence on college student enrollment. By 1950,
more than two million veterans enrolled in institutions of higher education using the GI
Bill and, throughout the decade, institutions began to regularly monitor their student
enrollment (Thelin, 2004). By the beginning of the 1960s, the strain of rapid enrollment
growth became evident on campuses across the country. The increase in enrollment
resulted in greater access to higher education for middle and low-income students,
diverse student bodies that institutions were unprepared to serve, and stress on campus
facilities. During the 1960s, the Civil Rights Movement, the War on Poverty and the
general student unrest on college campuses in response to war, politics and social
revolutions raised questions about who had access to college, who was succeeding in
college and who were the college graduates in American society (Berger & Lyon, 2005).
The Higher Education Act of 1965 increased access to higher education by providing
students with financial support to enroll in colleges and universities and created on
campus support services to help students succeed academically (McDonough & Fann,
2007). By the end of the 1960s, retention was a common concern discussed on college
and university campuses. A few large-scale studies in the second half of the decade, by
researchers such as student development theorist Alexander Astin and Alan Bayer from
the American Council on Education, encouraged comprehensive and systematic
examination of student attrition (Berger & Lyon, 2005). Subsequently, institutions of
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higher education began to develop research and activities designed specifically to
understand and support retention.
The 1970s was the dawn of theory in the study of college student retention
(Berger & Lyon, 2005). Spady’s (1971) sociological model of student dropout in higher
education, based in part on Durkeim’s suicide model, was the first widely recognized
model in retention study. Spady proposed five variables (academic potential, normative
congruence, grade performance, intellectual development and friendship support)
contributed to social integration and could be indirectly linked to the decision to drop out
of school through the intervening variables of satisfaction and commitment. In 1971,
Spady published an empirical study finding that formal academic performance was the
dominant factor for student attrition (Spady, 1971). Tinto’s (1975) model of student
integration was also based in part on Durkheim’s suicide model but posited that student
attrition was linked to both formal and informal academic experiences as well as social
integration. Tinto’s model proposes that the degree of success a student has in his or her
pursuit of higher education influences the level of commitment a student has to an
institution, academic goals and career goals. Tinto has revised and added to his model
over the three decades since the initial publication of his student integration theory. In
theory expansions, Tinto has described the decision-making process concerning student
goal commitment and dropout, the need to match student expectations to institutional
mission, and the transitions of students moving through the college process (Swail,
2004).
By the end of the 1970s, the number of students enrolling in higher education
began to decline. With this decline came the emergence of enrollment management. The
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hallmark of retention in the 1980s was the development of enrollment management as a
practice and a field of study within colleges and universities (Berger & Lyon, 2005).
Enrollment management takes a university-wide approach to student marketing and
recruitment, including admissions and financial aid, as well as to student retention and
graduation (Hossler, 1984). Enrollment management administrators, departments or
committees work to facilitate collaboration across academic and student affairs divisions
to encourage institutional recruitment, admissions and retention. Throughout the 1980s,
the literature on retention theories grew as many institutions made retention a focal point
of their strategic planning.
Notable theorists of the 1980s include Bean and Astin. Bean (1980) stressed the
importance of background characteristics, such as prior academic performance, distance
from home and socioeconomic status, as well as student satisfaction in determining
student departure from the college or university. Bean’s 1980 study also found that men
and women depart from higher education for different reasons. In the mid-1980s, Bean
revised his model to give attention to the influence of peers on determining student
retention and departure (Berger & Lyon, 2005). Astin’s model of student involvement
describes how students develop during the college experience. The model involves three
elements which influence a student’s continued involvement in higher education: 1)
student demographics and prior experiences; 2) environment including the experiences a
student encounters during college; 3) student characteristics including knowledge,
attitudes and beliefs post-college (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Bean (1980) stressed the importance of background characteristics including
academic preparation prior to attending college or university. The quality of a student’s
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prior instruction and his or her preparedness for college-level work can significantly
influence whether or not a student will succeed at an institution of higher education.
Many students entering college today are unprepared for college- level reading, writing
and math requiring them to begin their postsecondary studies by enrolling in remedial
coursework (Swail, 2004). Completion of a strong high school curriculum is an important
predictor of undergraduate success and retention (Retention Study Group, 2004).
Additionally, high school academic achievement indicators including grade point
averages and class rank are positively related to undergraduate retention (Adelman,
1999).
Higher Education Retention Programs
Much of the retention literature of the 1990s focuses on encouraging retention for
students of color, underrepresented populations and individuals from disadvantaged
backgrounds. Many studies focused on how institutions can embrace diversity and
promote multiculturalism within campus cultures to encourage student retention (Swail,
2004). During the 1990s, Tinto continued to publish and revise his student integration
model. Tinto (1993) identified different student groups, such as African American
students, students from low-income families, adult students and transfer students, with
unique experiences requiring group-specific interventions and policies. During the second
half of the decade, understanding student transition periods, especially the first-year
experience, and providing quality support services became a significant focus. To meet
the needs of students in transition, research and best practice stressed collaboration across
campus departments. Swail’s 1995 framework for student retention suggested strategic
collaboration among recruitment and admissions, academic services, curriculum and
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instruction, student services and financial aid as well as the use of an efficient student
monitoring system (Swail, 2004). Wyckoff (1998) proposed that the interactions a
student has with all university members (peers, faculty, staff, and administrators)
influence a student’s intent to remain at the university. The need for effective counseling
and advising programs was stressed for all students. Anderson (1997) argued that
academic advising is imperative to undergraduate retention because it keeps students
motivated, stimulated and working towards a meaningful goal. Tinto (1999) stressed
academic advising should be an integral part of a student’s first-year experience and
should promote student development.
Holistic approaches to undergraduate retention that include all members of the
campus community carried over from the late1990s into the early 2000s. Retention
literature from this time stresses cross-departmental institutional responsibility for
retention via wide-range programming (Kadar, 2001; Keels, 2004; Lehr, 2004; Salinitri,
2005; Thayer, 2000; Tinto, 2000; Walters, 2004; White, 2005). Programs and initiatives
designed to support undergraduate retention should address both formal and informal
student experiences inside and outside of the classroom. Habley (2004) found that the
interactions students have with concerned individuals on campus (faculty, staff, advisors,
peers, administrators) directly influence undergraduate retention. To this end, Tinto
(2004) suggested that to improve undergraduate retention all institutions of higher
education must offer easily accessible academic, personal and social support services.
The interactions students have on campus with individuals in academic, personal and
student support service centers can influence a students’ sense of connection to the
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college or university as well as their ability to navigate the campus culture, meet
expectations and graduate.
Higher Education Completion Studies
Jones-White, Radcliffe, Huesman, & Kellogg (2009) conducted binary logit
model and a multinomial logit model regression technique to assess student graduation
across institutions of Higher Education. Current definitions of retention and graduation
rates distort the picture of student success by limiting it to completion of a degree at the
institution of entry. Data available from the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) offers
the opportunity to broaden the definition of student success to include degree completion
beyond the originating school and expand understanding of factors contributing to a more
expansive definition of student success
The researchers used Tinto’s theory of student persistence to select factors leading
to success. The study utilized central student records and the Student Tracker service
from National Student Clearinghouse (NSC) to examine degree attainment of three new
freshmen cohorts. Currently, the majority of institutions of higher education participate in
the enrollment verification, representing 91% of the nations’ college enrollment, and a
smaller percentage in the degree verification, representing 68% of all U.S. college
degrees (NSC, 2009). The sample consisted of 15,496 students who entered as first-time
full-time degree seeking freshman during the 1999 through 2001 fall semesters. To create
the dependent variable their sample was initially divided into two groups: those who
were successful at the institution of entry (61.5%) and those who were not. A total of
5,968 students were not successful by this criterion (38.5%), those records were sent to
the NSC Student Tracker service to determine enrollment/degree attainment at other
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institutions of higher education. Students were tracked for a six-year period. Based on the
results of these non-graduates received degrees from more than 275 other institutions,
representing a wide variety of states and college types. The independent variables are
divided into six categories that follow the researcher’s theoretical model: academic
performance, academic background, demographics, geography, social integration, and
financial background.
The results of the binary logit model showed that academic preparation and
performance measures are key factors, as are measures of academic fit, geography, social
integration, and financial need. The results from the multinomial logit model showed the
base outcome was not graduating from any higher education institution. The outcome
includes both those students who are still enrolled at the end of the observation window
and those who have completely discontinues their education. Academic factors play a
prominent role in the success of students obtaining a bachelor’s degree. Students with
higher ACT/SAT scores and enrollment in general college lead to a statistically
significant decrease in the likelihood of attaining a bachelor’s level degree than not
graduating. First term academic performance also appears to play a role in the successful
completion of a degree without moving onto another institution. Female students were
more likely to graduate, while Asian students and underrepresented minority students
were less likely to graduate with a bachelors-level degree from another institution than
not graduate at all. Social integration appears to improve the likelihood of graduation
however, financial need shows a persistent pattern of lowering the likelihood of
completing a degree.
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Baum, Kurose, & McPherson (2013) overview of American higher education
reviews the dramatic changes over the past fifty years in the students who go to college,
the institutions that produce higher education, and the way it is financed. They survey the
factors underlying the expansion of postsecondary school enrollments; the substantial
increases in female, minority, disadvantaged, and older students; the development of
public community colleges; and the rise of for-profit colleges. They discuss the changing
ways in which federal and state governments help students and schools defray the costs
of higher education as well as recent budget tensions that are now reducing state support
to public colleges.
The great majority of U.S. high school graduates now pursue some form of
education after high school, a path that has become substantially more common over
time. These days more undergraduate students are enrolled in community colleges than in
public universities. A half a century ago, college was not seen as the natural step for most
American young people who finished high school. The idea of postsecondary education
started to catch on in 1960 when 45 percent of recent high school graduate began college
somewhere. By 2009, the changed when factory jobs became scare, the cultural
expectation that women would stay home while men were the breadwinners faded, and
society increasingly recognized an obligation to open educational opportunities to
member of disadvantaged minorities. By 2009, 70 percent of high school graduates
enrolled in some form of postsecondary program. As a result of growing population and
higher attendance rates, the number of people enrolled in postsecondary education grew
spectacularly, from about 4 million in 1960 to more than 20 million in 2009. Today, there
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are over 50.8 million people enrolled in postsecondary education and an estimated 19.9
million people will enroll in colleges and universities for fall 2019 (NCES, 2019).
Meaningful comparisons of college graduation rates over time are hard to make
largely because the populations of students and schools have changed so dramatically. At
any given time, students with stronger high school and test score records are more likely,
other things being equal, to attend college. As a larger share of young people complete
high school and a larger share of those completers participate in postsecondary education,
the academic preparation of college students will be lower than average. The issue is not
that high school students are performing worse now than they did in the past; rather, it is
that relatively less well-prepared high school graduates are attempting college in
increasing numbers. With the increase in students who are less well-prepared for college
and a decrease in the level of resources provided to students at postsecondary schools
more students were more likely to attend community and public college. This also affects
the declining graduation rates and increases in time to degree completion.
Historically, the states have had the main governmental responsibility for
providing access to higher education, which they have accomplished primarily by
appropriating funds for public colleges and universities, covering part of the cost of
institutional operations directly. However, this share has steadily declined, falling to 38
percent in 1990, to 32 percent in 2000, and to 22 percent in 2009. Whether the trend has
been positive or negative, state appropriations have always been cyclically sensitive,
growing more slowly or shrinking when tax revenues are down. This pattern of state
funding for higher education wreaks havoc on long-term planning for schools. Although
the federal government has assumed a larger role in financing postsecondary education

52

over time, the downward trend in state funding has led to a real decline in per-student
funding in higher education. Education and related expenditure per full-time equivalent
student increased at an average annual rate of about 1 percent beyond inflation at all
types of public institutions from 2002 to 2008. This downward pressure may be
producing a decline in the quality of public higher education. As the community college
movement took hold in the 1960s, the driving force was the aim to put some
postsecondary opportunity with easy geographic and financial reach of almost all
students. The overwhelming emphasis was on “open access”, no or low admissions
standards, low tuition, and wide-spread geographic proximity. While the community
colleges were still intended to fulfill the “transfer” role of providing a gateway to fouryear institutions, they were also understood to be intensely local operations that would
meet the wide variety of education needs in their particular communities. In 1963, the
740,000 students in public two-year institutions accounted for just 24 percent of public
higher education enrollment; by 2009, more than 7 million students were in this sector,
48 percent of all public college enrollments. In recent years, community colleges have
sought and, in some measure, gained the authority to grant four-year bachelor’s degrees,
in addition to occupational certificates and associate degrees.
In the past decade, a growing worry has emerged that the national commitment to
mass higher education may be unsustainable. Many argue that investments in higher
education no longer pay off and that college costs and prices are out of control. A search
for cost efficiencies in both federal and state programs that support higher education is
desirable. A great deal of evidence indicates that sustained, indeed expanded, investments
in effective education at all levels is vital to the nation’s future. A substantial number of

53

Americans are confident about the quality of higher education, but a majority also believe
it needs to be more affordable. Barring more financial support from governments, the
only way to achieve more affordability without jeopardizing quality is to improve
productivity.
DesJardins, Ahlburg, & McCall (2006) research examines stop out, dropout,
reenrollments and graduation behavior. Compared to cross-sectional designs often used
to study student departure, their study used event history modeling, which is a
longitudinal analytic technique. To investigate the connection between stop out and
graduation, the researchers also simultaneously model the graduation behavior of
students using a “competing risk’s” approach. This line of research has a great deal of
promise to help improve our understanding of the process of student departure from
college.
They found that students who experience a stop out are more likely to experience
subsequent stop outs and that such a pattern of enrollment behavior is detrimental to the
student’s chances of graduation, especially in a timely fashion. These findings indicate
that institutions that are attempting to increase graduation rates should design policies to
reduce stop outs. They also found that high school rank percentile, often used as a
measure of student quality, has very little impact on student outcomes when other factors
are controlled for, whereas another measure of student quality, ACT score, still has an
independent effect. Race differences in stop out, return, and graduation are quite small. It
is not race, per se, that explains large observed racial differences in student outcomes,
rather it is other factors such as lower family income, that are correlated with race. Thus,
race-based policies to decrease dropout and increase graduation could be more effective
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if they are based on research that controls for confounding factors, rather than using
racial identification as a surrogate for these factors.
Kelderman (2012) article addresses how the growing demand for improving
college completion rates has come a need for more thorough information about how well
or poorly colleges and their students are performing on a variety of measures. The
colleges looked at how the students did who enrolled closer to the start of the semester
and found that they did not do as well as those who signed up earlier. This resulted in the
college requiring new students to apply at least 10 days before the start of the semester
and similar efforts followed suit in the state. The change in policy is meant to save the
students and the institution from wasting time and money on courses that are more likely
to lead to failure. This is an example of the kinds of policies that are possible only when
states track and analyze the academic performance of students.
The process of collecting, reporting, and using information to guide policy and
practice is complicated by limited and inconsistent definitions of who to count as
students, bureaucratic hurdles, and even by institutional resistance to accountability. The
problem with using data to inform and improve completion rates is not an inability to
collect relevant information but more to do with assessment and changes. Nearly all
public colleges report reams of information to governing boards, coordinating agencies,
state legislatures, and the federal government. One issue is that the academic performance
and completion of most students in higher education is not being counted. Much of the
information that public colleges are reporting on completion is only on full time students
who are enrolled for the first time, which is only a quarter of the students. This leaves out
students who attend part time as well as students who transfer to other colleges.
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Educators and states have struggled to find common definition of who should be
considered a degree-seeking student and even who is full time and part time. Different
systems within a state may even have different definitions. Students at private, nonprofit
institutions also go uncounted by most states. Making policy based on data is difficult
within an across states because of bureaucratic hurdles. Many states have more than one
system that collects data on college students. States and higher education make it difficult
for researchers to study student performance and completion data because only 27 states
will release that information.
Despite the challenges, the number of states and institutions collecting and using
in-depth data is increasing. Two-thirds of the states have agreed to analyze and publicly
report a common set of data points, such as enrollment in remedial courses, degrees and
certificates awarded, and information on part-time and transfer students. These standards
called the Common College Completion Metrics, were developed by the National
Governors Association. The data collected and reported will help improve public
perception and student success rates.
According to Rubin & Hearn (2018) study the United States has faced a stagnant
postsecondary education degree completion rate for over a decade and when coupled with
improved educational outcomes in other nations, the one-time world leader in higher
education attainment has precipitously declined in standing internationally. This has led
President Barack Obama to proclaim improving higher education completion rates a
national imperative in 2009. His goal was that by 2020 America will once again have the
highest proportion of college graduates in the world. Despite the input from the federal
government, due to the decentralized nature of American postsecondary education,
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individual states maintain primary responsibility for governance and policy decisions
(Rubin, 2018). The federal government maintains some levers of influence over the
public higher education sector with financial aid programs, financial support for research,
intervention on social issues, and accreditation however, most policy and decisions are
administered and overseen by individual states. This has resulted in mixed approaches
and levels of interest to improving postsecondary completion across the United States.
The researchers conducted a qualitative comparative case analysis to investigate
underlying state characteristics that “filter” how national priorities around college
completion has resulted in distinctive state responses. The data included 63 transcribed
interviews conducted between 2013 and 2017. The findings from the study showed that
although considered during the case selection process, the structure of the state’s higher
education agency emerged as a critical factor influencing policy decisions. In addition to
statewide education structure, the size and complexity of each state’s postsecondary
sector influenced policy direction. All three states are alike regarding political party
control but there were differences in state-level structures which mediate the influence of
politics and governmental perspectives on public higher education which guided policy
decisions. Factors relating to state economy also proved central in driving levels of policy
action. Differences in economic features of each state with few common characteristics
discussed across the cases not the typical differences which are usually seen such as
household median income or state domestic product differences. Lastly, another factor
that arose from the analysis of the three states was the variation in how higher education
is viewed and positioned with respect to the state government. Despite bipartisan support
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and calls to action by the federal government, states are taking markedly different
approaches to the national initiative to increase college completion rates (Rubin, 2018).
Hunsaker and Thomas (2013) study was to look at graduation rates in two ways.
The first was to understand the relevance of the variables utilized in popular theoretical
models when applied exclusively to a sample of land grand institutions. The second was
to analyze the extent to which graduation rate are influenced by the increases of nontraditional students that has occurred since early 1990s. Graduation rates became
increasingly variable as a higher percentage of the population gained access to higher
education. Using OLS regression with data from the National Center for Education
Statistics (IES) for thirty randomly selected land-grant universities, they investigate the
extent to which admissions criteria remains the leading predictor of graduation rates of
non-traditional and underrepresented students, with variables such as receiving financial
aid, part-time enrollment, and student-to-faculty ratio.
The results of their regression analysis provide some support that the variables
consistently cited in the higher education literature. Admissions rigor was not a
statistically significant predicator of graduation rates. Faculty to student ratio is a
positive, statistically significant predictor of graduation rates. Non-traditional and parttime students showed a negative and statistically significant predictor of graduation rates.
If the efficacy of higher education is to ultimately be measured by graduation rates, then
few topics within higher education are more vital to fully understand.
Liu, R., & Liu, E. (2000) study examined the impact of social and academic
integration on college students’ satisfaction and retention in the theoretical context of
Tinto. A sample of 378 freshman entering fall 1997 from a state university responded to a
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survey. Variables examined included persistence, satisfaction, academic integration,
social integration, academic performance, and demographics.
Community College Characteristics and Challenges
Community colleges are open access institutions with different missions and
characteristics than their four-year counterparts. The mission of the community college
includes developmental (remedial) education, workforce development, transfer education,
continuing education, and community service, which influences the populations they
serve (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2013). The issue of increasing student retention rates is
particularly important at community colleges. Community colleges were borne out of a
need to provide education to the nation as a whole. Historically, higher education served
those with the privilege of status and finances to attend college; however, as the 20th
century progressed, more high school students planned to attend college than ever before.
Demand for skilled workers put pressure on communities to educate the local populace;
that meant that education beyond high school had to appeal to the community, i.e.
establish colleges within local communities (Vaughn, 2006). Three criteria had to be
satisfied to increase enrollment in higher education; affordability was critical, geographic
accessibility was important, and enrollment had to be open to those who did not have
stellar high school grades (Vaughn, 2006). The most important aspect of this fundamental
change in American higher education was that the institution had to reside within the
community served.
While four-year colleges and universities have selective admission policies,
community colleges practice open admission, accepting anyone who desires to attend
college. The qualification requirements for admission to a community college are
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minimal and students are only required to earn a high school diploma or a high school
equivalency certificate based on the Test Assessing Secondary Completion (TASC) test if
they want to take courses for credit. Community colleges also offer non-credit courses for
which anyone is eligible. Community colleges are unique in that they offer basic skills or
developmental courses and English language courses for students who need to gain
requisite knowledge before enrolling in credit-bearing college-level coursework.
Community Colleges also offer many technical and hands on certifications which are
mainly based on industry needs. Course placement is usually determined when student’s
complete placement testing assessments upon admission to the community college.
Community colleges include a greater number of part-time students, students in need of
remediation, older students, minorities, English language learners, low-income students,
and students juggling multiple responsibilities including family, jobs, and school (Cohen,
Brawer, & Kisker, 2013; Li, Gándara, 2018; U.S. Department of Education, 2018). All of
these factors can negatively influence the successfulness of certain metrics.
Calcagno, Bailey, Jenkins, Leinbach, & Kienzl (2006) found that institutions with
high numbers of racial/ethnic minority students and part-time students have lower
graduation rates. Calcagno, Bailey, Jenkins, Kienzl, and Leinbach (2008) also conducted
a study using IPEDS data on the relationship between minority students and the
attainment of community college students. They found colleges with more minority
students had lower graduation rates even after controlling for race, test scores, and
socioeconomic status. Additionally, students not academically prepared or with other
social disadvantages, have a less likelihood of obtaining a degree (Dougherty & Hong,
2006). Davidson (2015) conducted a study of 2,850 first-time full-time students at
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Kentucky public community colleges. The researcher looked at leading indicators as
predictive factors of associate degree completion and four-year transfer. Low-income and
underprepared precollege factors negatively correlated to completing an associate degree
or transferring to a four-year in-state public institution as students of those demographics
face additional challenges. Underprepared students may struggle in coursework and often
take developmental education, extending their time to completion (Davidson, 2015).
Brock (2010) study reviews systematic research findings on the effectiveness of
various interventions designed to help at-risk students’ enrollment and completion in
college. Although access to higher education has increased substantially over the past
forty years, some racial and ethnic groups remain underrepresented. Student success in
college, as measured by persistence and degree attainment, has not improved at all. Brock
shows how changes in federal policy and public attitudes since the mid-1960’s have
opened up higher education to women, minorities, and nontraditional students and also
shifted the “center of gravity” in higher education away from traditional four-year
colleges toward nonselective community colleges. Students at two-year colleges are far
less likely than those at four-year institutions to complete a degree. Brock reviews
programs and interventions that community colleges have undertaken in order to raise
completion rates such as remedial programs, student support services and financial
programs. Research shows that such programs and interventions can improve student
outcomes, but Brock argues that more must be done to bring proven practices to scale and
to test new ideas that might lead to better results. Brock states that are three areas that are
ripe for reform; remedial education, student support services, and financial aid.
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Government statistics indicate that persistence and completion rate differ
significantly by type of institution attended, race, and ethnicity. Students who began at
four-year colleges and universities are about twice as likely to complete a postsecondary
degree as undergraduates who begin at two-year institutions. The five-year completion
rate for students who begin at four-year institutions was 60 percent from 1995-1996 and
32 percent for students who began at community colleges (Horn & Berger, 2004).
Historical data on students attending four-year institutions have been unchanged since the
federal government began collecting data during the 1970s. Historical data on students
attending community college go back only to 1990 but show no significant change in
persistence or completion (Horn & Berger, 2004). The search to the college persistence
and completion problem begins with its underlying causes. Vincent Tinto examines the
student departure prematurely from both two-year and four-year institutions. He focuses
on how well students are integrated into the institutions. Other theorists have placed
greater weight on how cultural norms and organizational structures and processes may
affect student success, but generally support Tinto’s dual emphasis on student attributes
and institutional practices as the keys to understanding college persistence and
completion (Braxton, 2002).
Community College Retention Programs
Research and anecdotal evidence suggest that many students who are assigned to
remedial education drop out of classes (and often out of college) and that those who
remain make slow progress. An analysis of data from the National Education
Longitudinal Study shows that only 28 percent of remedial students in two-year colleges
attain a degree or certificate and one-half years of entry (compared to 43 percent of

62

nonremedial students), and 52 percent of remedial students in four-year colleges finish
bachelor’s degrees within this period (compared with 78 percent of students without
remedial course work). Student support services are so meager in some institutions
because of lack of funding which can affects student-faculty ratios, course availability,
and student services. Student support services program has not been subject to rigorous
impact evaluation but a report from the Department of Education indicates that it
succeeded in reaching a needy target group. The report states that full-time freshman who
received Student Support Services in community colleges persisted to their second year
of college, and that 9 percent of these students earned an associate degree at the end of
two years. The current financial aid system has significant flaws, but more money is
available than students or the general public often realizes. The federal government now
spends $18.6 billion a year on grant aid and an additional $70 billion on student loan
programs (NAF, 2009). Despite the large federal investment in financial aid, researchers
know little about how effective the various federal programs are in promoting higher
education attendance or completion. It allows underrepresented students access to
campus facilities and resources, yet clearly divides them from students considered to be
“college ready”. Many reforms have been suggested or tried, but relatively few have been
evaluated in a way that establishes a causal relationship between the reforms and
educational attainment.
Brock’s review suggests that one overarching lesson is that changes in higher
education policies and practices can lead to improvements in college attendance,
persistence, and completion. He suggests that there is a need for a paradigm shift
throughout higher education. To increase college persistence and completion, policy
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makers and educators must take a harder look at the needs and circumstances of the
students they are serving and must ask what might be done to help them navigate more
effectively the rocks and shoals of higher education. The answer is likely to require
greater public investment in the institutions that provide the most access to nontraditional
and underprepared students: community colleges and other less selective institutions.
Linderman & Kolenovic (2013) research noted that despite enrolling almost half
of all undergraduate students in the United States, community college have struggled for
decades with low degree-completion rates. According to the U.S. Department of
Education (2010), only about 22 percent of all students who enroll in community colleges
have completed an associate degree three years later, and only 16 percent of students at
urban community colleges earn a degree in the same time period. CUNY community
colleges struggle with the challenge of low completion rates. According to CUNY Office
of Institutional Research and Assessment, within six years, 20 percent of first-time
freshman at CUNY community colleges had earned an associate degree, 8 percent had
earned a bachelor’s degree, and 9 percent were still enrolled. Poor academic preparation,
confusion navigating degree pathways and campus culture, and competing demands such
as family responsibilities and work are among the many reasons cited for low community
college completion rates.
In 2007, CUNY and the Office of the Mayor’s Center for Economic Opportunity
(CEO) established an innovative and comprehensive program designed to significantly
increase the number of students who earn an associate degree within three years. The
program included financial resources to remove barriers of full-time study, a limited
number of degree pathways, consolidated course scheduling, cohort design, immediate
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and continuous movement through any required developmental education, use of winter
and summer sessions and mandatory and intrusive student support services that included
advisement, career development, and academic supports. ASAP’s goal to graduate half of
its students within three years, more than double the graduation rates of CUNY
community college students. To date, the initiative has not only met but exceeded its
target, with both skills-proficient and developmental-needs students’ graduation at more
than double the rate of similar students.
The program operates on a continuous-improvement model. CUNY reviews data
on a regular basis and makes adjustments accordingly. ASAP evaluation uses a quasiexperimental design, whereby the outcomes for ASAP students are compared to those for
similar CUNY community college students. ASAP has consistently shown that meeting
an ambitious 50+ percent three-year graduation rate is possible for students with and
without developmental needs when the right program elements are combined and
delivered in a systematic manner. Their robust research findings, impressive cost-benefit
results, and successful student outcomes are a result of combining the four key ASAP
elements: structured and incentivized full -time degree pathways, early engagement,
comprehensive and mandatory wraparound services and connected community, for a
successful strategy to dramatically increase the success of community college students.
Bers & Schuetz (2014) study focuses on “nearbies”, successful students close to
completion who leave higher education. Community colleges enroll nearly half of the
students enrolled in public undergraduate programs and a disproportionate number of
first-generation, low-income, underprepared and minority students. The new national
completion agenda has brought both visibility and pressure to these open-access
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institutions, which have completion rates of less than 25% for first-time full-time students
and even lower rates for part-time students.
The Office of Research at a Community College conducted a multiphase study
during 2012 to learn more about students referred to as “nearbies”, initially defined as
those who completed a minimum of 45 credits with a 2.0 GPA at the college and who left
after the 2010-2011 year without earning a certificate or degree nor transferred from
other colleges. The first part of the study involved a descriptive examination of
demographic and academic progress data from the student information system to identify
nearbies; a total 834 students met this criteria. Additional data secured from the National
Student Clearinghouse indicated that 463 of these students (56% of the sample) had
transferred to another college or university and 12 were in the 2012 survey. These
students were eliminated from the analysis. After adjustments, the analysis consisted of
359 students.
Overall, they learned that students have many reasons for attending, leaving,
transferring, completing, or stopping short of graduation. However, recurrent themes that
emerged from the study findings suggest that the college should provide more accessible,
responsive, and clear advising and direction to students (especially concerning the time
and financial aid eligibility that remedial education courses consume while not counting
toward a degree or certificate) to help student make better connections with people at the
college and to clearly communicate the value and shortest path to earning a credential.
Recent studies indicate that students who enter a program with their first year of college
are much more likely to complete it compared with students who remained undeclared.
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Collett (2013) research explore community college completion rates and attempt
to identify the reasons students drop or stop out to catch those students who are stumbling
and guide them toward a degree or professional certification. The institutions that are
making the boldest strides share several common elements, including broad support from
trustees, teams of executives, faculty, and staff who are dedicated to improving
completion rates. Keeping students on track for completion requires team effort,
especially during the critical first year. Student success programs that include taking
assessment tests, going through orientations, meeting with counselors, and other
matriculation activities such as student success seminars resulted in higher completion
rates at many community colleges. Not all of these programs will work at every
community college because it may depend on resources and the nature of students.
Lichtenberger & Dietrich (2017) study sought to determine whether there are
differences between community college transfer students and direct four-year college
entrants regarding the likelihood of bachelor’s degree completion in terms of the length
of time it takes to complete. They used a propensity score matching with a post treatment
adjustment using a multilevel model with students to account for pretreatment contextual
differences. Descriptive analysis was applied to ascertain whether differences existed in
the cumulative rate of bachelor’s degree completion throughout a 7-year tracking period.
The final sample included 2,117 community college transfer students and an equivalent
number of rising juniors who started at four-year institutions. There were two large
differences in the precollege demographic background characteristics. Community
college group were white and consequently the prematched group of four-year college
juniors was more racially/ethnically diverse. There were also differences based on family
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income showing that community college transfer students were less likely to emanate
from high-income families.
Standardized differences specific to academic performance baseline covariates
were among the largest and suggested that the pre-matched sample of community college
transfer students would have a lower likelihood of bachelor’s degree completion. The
community college group tended to emanate from high schools with significantly higher
proportions of white students and their high schools, on average, had significantly lower
aggregate ACT scores. The largest difference between the community college transfer
students and the comparison group was at the 100% of normal time completion. Slightly
less than 30% of community college transfer students had finished their bachelor’s
program within that four-year timeframe compared to nearly one half of the comparison
group (48%), which equated to a significantly large difference of 18 percentage points.
The community college group began to eliminate the gap with the comparison group at a
fairly rapid rate at the 150% of normal time completion rate. Outcomes from this study
suggest that policies to foster the development of bridge programs between four-year
institutions and feeder community colleges and to address institutional policies that may
hinder timely graduation, such as credit for courses completed.
Community College Completion Rates
Community Colleges completion rates have been historically lower than four-year
institutions based on many variables. Community Colleges typically have a larger
population of part-time students, first generation students, low income students, and
academically less prepared students because of their open access policy. Bailey,
Calcagno, Jenkins, Leinbach, & Kienzl (2006) study looked at the most appropriate way
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to benchmark community college performance and search for characteristics and policies
that can improve that performance. The goal was to work towards strengthening the
ability to assess and compare institutional performance and to understand community
college policies and practices that promote student success. Another goal of the
researcher was to understand how to improve student outcomes by measuring the effect
of instructional characteristics on graduation rates. Community Colleges have long been
recognized as open-access institutions but, in the last decade, the attention and focus has
been on outcomes of students once they start at a college with particular emphasis on
graduation rates (Bailey, 2006).
The researchers used data from Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) surveys, applying a weighted least-squares procedure for grouped data to
estimate an institutional-completion rates model. The final sample consisted of 915
community colleges using 2002-03 IPEDS Graduation Rate Survey (GRS). The results
showed that completion rates cluster between 10 and 30%. The analysis showed that
22.3% of first-time full-time community college students in the sample earned a
postsecondary degree in their starting institution after three years, 150% normal
completion time. While 38% completed a degree or transferred out.
Their results indicated a consistent negative relationship between enrollment size
and completion. In addition, colleges with a high share of minority students, part-time
students, and women have lower graduation rates. Another significant finding was that
greater instructional expenditure per FTE is related to a greater likelihood of graduation.
The researchers also found that the state in which a college is located is significantly
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related to its graduation rate, suggesting that a state’s policy environment has a strong
bearing on the measured performance of colleges.
Predicting Completion Rates
Hamrick, Schuh, & Shelley (2004) study incorporated institutional characteristics
and resource allocations, independent variable, into a statistical model to predict
undergraduate graduation rates, dependent variable, of over 400 public four-year
institutions (n = 444). Institutional characteristics included Carnegie type and selectivity.
Resource allocation consisted on instructional expenditures and student affairs
expenditures. The conceptual framework guiding this study is to link institutional
planning with the successful retention of undergraduate students to graduation, through
implementing a careful fiscal strategy. Their analysis is based on variables derived
primarily from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data
obtained from the National Center for Educations Statistics (NCES). A full-model
multiple regression was used and graduation rate was predicted by a combination of
categorical and continuous predictors.
The results of the findings were that not all categories of variables affect
graduation rates equally. The institutional demographic variables contribution to a
prediction of higher graduation rates were higher status within the Carnegie classification
system; the presence of medical, dental, or veterinary program; a more urbanized
location; and a lower percentage of applicants admitted. The medical and urban variables
combined to produce an interactive effect on graduation rates. Many of these variables
represent characteristics over which the institutions have little to no control. The
provision of institutional financial aid was a statistically significant component of the
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model and modestly affected graduation rates. Of the institutional expenditure categories
included in the model, instructional, library, and academic support minus library
expenditures were significantly related to graduation rates in the full model. These
variables also had the greatest independent effects on graduation, and each explained
between 21% and 34% of the variance in graduation rates when analyzed as sole
predictors.
Astin’s (1997) national longitudinal study on retention data of 52,898 students
attending 365 baccalaureate granting colleges and universities was to provide formulas to
evaluate their own retention rates based on its students’ high school grades, admissions
test scores, and racial and gender composition. The procedure makes it possible to
calculate an expected retention rate based on the characteristics of an institution’s
entering students. Attempts to assess institutional performance by means of retention
rates, student performance on standardized tests, and other raw outcome measures are
seriously flawed because such measure fails to consider the powerful effect of student
inputs.
According to Astin (1993) undergraduate retention rate can be a very misleading
indicator of its capacity to retain student and more than half of the variance in
institutional retention rates can be attributed directly to differences in the kinds of
students who initially enroll, rather than to any differential institutional effect. The data
obtained was from 365 baccalaureate institutions who participated in the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program’s annual survey of entering freshmen in the fall of 1985.
The formulas for deriving an expected retention rate for an institution were developed
through a series of multiple regression analyses in which one of the retention measures
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(scored as 1 or 0) served as a dichotomous dependent variable and the student’s high
school grades, admissions test scores, sex, and race were used as independent variables.
Computing an estimated retention rate for any entering cohort of students should
follow four steps: 1) Decide which retention measure is most appropriate for your
purposes; 2) Choose a formula that suits the data that are currently available on the
entering cohort; 3) Using the appropriate formulas, compute for each student in the
cohort an estimated probability of retention; 4) Calculate an expected retention rate for
the entire cohort by averaging the individual probabilities (Astin, 1997). Recent research
suggests that there are a number of environmental factors that are known to influence an
institutions actual retention rate, over and above student characteristics. One factor is the
student’s major field. Students in fields such as business, psychology, or other social
sciences would have higher than expected retention rates, whereas those entering
engineering would be expected to have a lower than expected rates. Another factor that
increases student’s retention chances is living in a campus residence hall during the
freshman year. Institutions that are attempting to understand their actual and expected
retention rates should keep these factors in mind. Any institution has a stake in knowing
how closely its actual rate approximates and its expected rate. When it comes to assessing
institutional performance or accountability through the use of student outcome measures,
there is really no substitute for longitudinal studies that permit us to take student input
characteristics into account. Controlling for inputs is not merely a methodological nicety
but rather an absolute requirement in cases where institutions are known to differ
substantially in entering student characteristics that predict the outcomes under
investigation (Astin, 1997).
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Horn & Lee quantitative research study developed and evaluated institutional
effectiveness scores in relation to degree completion by estimating the difference
between actual and predicted graduation rates. National and state policymakers are
increasingly interested in identifying and rewarding postsecondary institutions that
effectively promote timely degree completion. Graduation rates in particular have been
widely adopted as indicator of institutional effectiveness in state and national
accountability measures, accreditation regulations, and institutional performance reports.
The researchers suggest that despite the widespread use of graduation rates in
accountability systems, it is doubtful that relevant dimensions of institutional
effectiveness are being adequately assessed. Numerous factors that frequently lie beyond
institutional control strongly influence degree completion rates, such as the
socioeconomic status and academic preparedness of incoming students (Adelman, 2006).
The conceptual framework in this study is based on the premise that certain
relatively fixed institutional factors reflect or influence students’ predispositions,
expectations, opportunities, and incentives for engagement in the academic and social life
of the institution. Correlatively, the extent to which students are academically and
socially “integrated” (Tinto, 1993). For the analysis they obtained longitudinal data from
IPEDS for both public and private not-for-profit four-year institutions (n=1496). The
four-year and six-year graduation rates were obtained for the 2004, 2005, and 2006
bachelor’s degree-seeking cohorts. A repeated hierarchical linear regression was used to
predict four-year and six-year graduation rates based on structural, demographic,
financial, and contextual attributes. The results suggest that correct model specification
can yield residual scores that reliably and validly measure institutional effectiveness in
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promoting timely degree completion. The study demonstrated that comparisons of actual
and predicted performance offer a reliable and valid alternative to using raw graduation
rates. The resulting performance ratings should provide policymakers and institutional
leader with a more accurate depiction of the extent to which postsecondary institutions
effectively promote timely degree completion.
Demographic, Academic, Financial, and Parental Influences on Completion
More than 30 years of research has identified many variables found to influence
undergraduate retention and completion. Each of these variables has been found to
directly or indirectly influence students’ ability or desire to graduate. The variables are
academic preparedness, academic engagement, social engagement, financing college and
demographic characteristic. When looking into the research filed of student choices of
higher education, studies have been conducted from perspectives as diverse as sociology,
psychology, and economics. By the 1990s, researcher shifted their focus on retention
from the student and his/her educational setting and became interested in knowing to
what degree economic and cultural factors affect a student’s decision to leave college.
Researchers started looking at student retention with a more diverse perspective.
Working while attending college, paying tuition through loans or grants, and
being financially dependent or independent are all factors related to undergraduate
retention. Often, students with high financial need also have other characteristics, such as
being a first-generation college student or having less rigorous high school preparation,
putting them at high risk for being retained (Retention Study Group, 2004). Minority
students and students from low-income families are generally more likely to be retained
if their financial aid package consists of grants as opposed to loans (Swail, 2004). When
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students have unmet need (a balance remaining after institutional and family
contributions) they tend to register for part-time studies, work excessively or live offcampus which has a negative influence on retention (Tinto, 2004).
Parent’s level of education, gender, ethnicity, family income and distance of
hometown from the institution are all factors in the retention puzzle. Several studies have
identified differences in retention as related to gender and ethnicity (Retention Study
Group, 2004). The distance from one’s hometown, both physically and culturally, is also
an important factor in retention. Ethnicity is a factor related to retention particularly at
institutions lacking diversity in student body, faculty and institutional leadership (Swail,
2004). Many minority students are also first-generation students. First generation students
and students from low-income families are among the least likely to graduate (Thayer,
2000). First generation students attending four-year colleges and universities are twice as
likely to depart from the institution before the start of the second year (Choy, 2001).
Often parents of first-generation students are unfamiliar with the processes, such as
completing applications and financial aid forms, associated with successfully negotiating
higher education (Retention Study Group, 2004). Additionally, first generation students
are often students from low-income families. Students from low-income families are
more likely to have lived in areas where the schools were under-resourced (Retention
Study Group, 2004). As indicated in the previous section, students from low-income
families are also more likely to work many hours making it more challenging for them to
integrate into the social and academic life of an institution and thus persist to graduation.
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Demographic Variables
The sociological perspective posits that the interaction of social influences on
student’s lives have considerable impact on their decision to remain or leave college.
Peer-groups, family background, economic status, type of college, race/ethnicity, and the
support of significant others are crucial factors to consider when understanding retention
from the sociological perspective (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). Much of the literature
written from this perspective has been extracted from the works of Durkheim’s (1951)
theory of suicide. He believed that the varying levels of a person’s social integration
directly impact his/her decision to commit suicide. True social integration, as perceived
by Durkheim, required that an individual be completely assimilated into the rules and
values of a society. He stipulates that “two conditions must be met before an individual
can be ‘successful’ within a particular social system: normative congruence, which
occurs when an individual’s attitudes, interests, and personality dispositions are
compatible with the attitudes and influences of the environment; and friendship support,
which is obtained with the establishment of close relationships” (Spady, 1970). To live a
balanced life, Durkheim believed that an individual had to be successfully integrated into
his/her community or society. If a person does not fit, or contribute meaningfully to the
society, and/or community of which he/or she is a part, then “egotistical suicide” or an
eroding away of the self occurs.
Financial Variables
The median household income of post-Millennials exceeds that of earlier
generations when they were young. The typical post-Millennial in 2018 lives in a
household with an annual income of roughly $63,700 after adjusting for household size.
That is slightly higher than the income for the typical household in which Millennials
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grew up – $62,400 in 2002 in inflation-adjusted dollars – and it far surpasses the income
of Gen X and Baby Boomer households when they were growing up. This is consistent
with the relatively high education of the parents of post-Millennials (Pew Research
Center, 2018).
Pell Grants assist low-income undergraduate students who are attending one of
approximately 5,400 participating postsecondary institutions across the United States. In
order to qualify for a Pell grant, students must be pursuing their first bachelor’s degree,
complete the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), and exhibit financial
need as demonstrated by a student’s estimated family contribution (EFC). Institutions use
a standard formula to determine a student’s EFC, which affects the amount of Pell Grant
money awarded (the student’s EFC is determined using the sum net income and net assets
as well as family size and number of family members actively enrolled in college). Other
factors that determine the amount of Pell Grant money received include cost of
attendance, whether a student attends college an entire year or semester, and full-time or
part-time enrollment. The Federal Pell Grant differs from other types of financial aid
because students are not required to repay any of the money received upon graduation
(unlike a loan). For the 2015-2016 award year, the maximum amount a student could
receive from the Federal Pell Grant was $5,775 (U.S. Department of Education, 2015).
The Federal Pell Grant was the embodiment of the Higher Education Act (HEA)
of 1965. President Lyndon Johnson implemented the Basic Educational Opportunity Act
as part of his presidential platform to improve higher education in the U.S. During this
period, the HEA included both grants and low-interest loans. In 1978, The Middle
Income Assistance Act expanded monetary support to middle-income families (with
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incomes up to $25,000). This act expanded services to an additional 1.5 million students.
In 1980, the grant was named the Federal Pell Grant after Senator Claiborne Pell who
spent his career trying to improve the state of higher education in the U.S. (A Brief Pell
Grant History, 2015).
The direct effect of the Pell Grant as it relates to retention rates is an area in which
additional research is needed. Although minimal research has been conducted on this
topic, institutional personnel are beginning to understand that there is a need to determine
whether increased amounts of financial support increase retention rates among students
who attend higher education institutions in the United States. A study published by
Noelle Levitz (2011) sought to examine the effects of Pell Grant eligibility on retention
rates for higher education institutions in Louisiana. The report examined completion data
over a three-year period from 2006 until 2009. More specifically, Noel-Levitz examined
37,251 student records to determine whether financial aid resulted in increased fall to fall
retention rates and whether there was a difference in retention rates for students who
receive the Pell Grant and needy non-Pell Grant recipients. The researchers found that
there was a retention rate of 51 percent for students who received a need-based financial
aid package that comprised 30 percent of their total bill. There was a retention rate of 78
percent for students who received a need-based package that comprised 80 percent of
their total bill. Results of the study indicated that need-based aid was associated with
overall fall to fall retention rates. Results also indicated that students who received Pell
Grants had a higher completion rate than their non-Pell Grant peers (after controlling for
high school performance) (Noel-Levitz, 2011).
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Parental Variables
Workman (2015) study explored parental influence on exploratory students’
college choice, major, and career decision making. Parental influence emerged as a key
them in student’s decision making process. The study examined how students were
influenced by first year academic advising model and living learning community (LLC)
designed to assist them in major and career exploration. The study consisted of twelve
students from a Midwestern university. The study incorporated grounded theory
techniques by examining data and create theory based on what participants said to gain
insight on student meaning-making of experiences as exploratory first year students.
During the analysis significant themes arose. Each main category was subthematic themes that related to students’ experiences as first year students and desire to
have financial security. The researcher found that although academic advising and LLC
served as the focus of the study, the theme of parental influence on college choice, major,
and career decision making arose. The students saw their parents as being positive
influences in their major and career decision making process.
Dietrich, Kracke, & Nurmi (2010) study examined 39 adolescents during their
transition to college and their engagement in career exploration (in-breadth and in-depth,
self and environmental exploration), their parents’ transition-related involvement, and
their satisfaction with how the transition progressed. Families with higher levels of
parental interference, youths engaged more in in-breadth environmental exploration and
less in in-depth exploration. Short term pressure exerted by parents might stimulate
adolescents to explore more intensely in a given situation, the negative role of
interference seems to operate on the level of the relationship. In families characterized by
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parental pressure, this may go along with less favorable patterns of exploration.
Furthermore, when youth show more favorable patterns of exploration, parents might
decrease their interfering. The between-level results also showed that in families, where
the adolescents had less frequent conversations with their fathers, they explored a lot
themselves. By contrast, those who had frequent conversations with their mothers
showed higher levels of in-depth exploration related to self. The results also concluded
that when individuals are actively engaged in exploration, they reported higher
satisfaction with the progress of transition. Exploration largely fluctuated across weeks,
whereas parent involvement was more stable. The more adolescents explored during a
given week, the more they talked to their parents and the more supportive their parent
were. Both exploration and support contributed to higher satisfaction.
Emeto, Akosah-Twumas, Lindsay, Tsey, & Malau-Aduli (2018) conducted a
systematic review strategy using the Joana Briggs Institute’s format of 30 articles on
factors that influence youths’ career choices in both collectivists and individualistic
cultural settings around the globe. The researchers used only peer reviewed articles for
the study published in English within the past 20 years. The complexity of career
decision-making increases as age increases and is a significant issue in the development
of youths. Career choices are reported to be associated with both positive and harmful
psychological, physical, and socio-economic inequalities that persist into adult life.
Three factors, Intrinsic, Extrinsic, and Interpersonal affecting adolescents’ career
choices were identified in this review. Majority of the studies, 16 out of 30 articles (53%)
explored interpersonal and intrinsic factors solely, 5 articles (17%) explored interpersonal
factors, 2 studies explored the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic, 2 (13%)
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studies explored the relationship between extrinsic and interpersonal factors, the
remaining 5 articles (17%) explored all three factors. In these articles, intrinsic factors
included personal interests, professional advancement, and personality traits. Extrinsic
factors included guaranteed employment opportunities, job security, high salaries,
prestigious professions and future benefits. Interpersonal factors are the activities of
agents of socialization in one’s life such as parental support, family cohesion, status, peer
influences and well as interaction with other social agents such as school counselors,
teach and other educators. The three factors, intrinsic, extrinsic, and interpersonal,
relating to career choices are pervasive in both cultures. Their level of influence on the
youth differs from culture to culture and appear to be dependent on perceived parental
congruence leading to self-efficacy and better career choice outcomes. Youths in
individualistic cultural setting were influenced by the combinations of intrinsic, extrinsic,
and to a lesser extent, interpersonal, and are encouraged to make their own career
decisions. Youths in collectivist cultures were mainly influenced by interpersonal and
parental requirement to follow a prescribed career path and extrinsic, prestigious
professions. The opinions of significant others (parental influence) matters significantly
to youths from collectivist cultural settings. Whereas, in individualistic cultures, youth
tend to focus on professions that offer higher income and satisfy their personal interest.
Parental influence varies between Generation Y and Generation Z. According to
Seemiller & Grace (2016) “Although helicopter parent has been around for decades, it
was not until the Millennials came to college that the term became mainstream” (p.194).
These parents were often highly involved in decision making for their students, even
sometimes in lieu of the students themselves (2016). They would do for their students
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rather than guide them. Generation Z brings with it a different role for parents: co-pilot.
Generation Z students value family input in their decisions and see their parents as their
primary role models. Generation Z parents are highly influential in the college experience
but will guide them not do for them. As stated earlier, Generation Z parents teach their
children to be independent, hardworking, and self-sufficient.
Academic Variables
Johnson and Stage (2018) quantitative research examined the relationship
between 10 high impact practices and graduation rates at four-year public colleges and
universities in the United States. The Association of American Colleges and Universities
defined high-impact practices as especially effective for student learning, engagement,
and career preparation in the 21st century. While advocacy for these practices and their
inclusion in undergraduate curricula is growing, little research has examined their
relationship to institutional outcomes. Based on data from 101 participating institutions,
this study used both primary and secondary data to investigate whether offering highimpact practices as required for all students, required for some students, or optional was
related to an institutions’ four or six-year graduation rate.
Research has shown relationships between student learning, academic outcomes,
and high-impact practices. Previous studies have demonstrated positive association that
first-year seminars, writing requirements, learning communities, and service learning
have with the student persistence and academic achievement. Given evidence regarding
the 10 high-impact practices (Kuh, 2008) as well as broader literature on engagement and
persistence (Astin 1984; Tinto, 1993) the researchers hypothesized that these four
practices would have positive associations with graduation rates. They further
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hypothesized that freshman seminar would have the largest positive association with
graduation rates. A cross-sectional data set was constructed that included both primary
and secondary data. Primary data was collected through an online survey of academic
officers regarding the availability of high-impact practices at their institutions. Secondary
data was obtained from Barron’s Profile of American Colleges and U.S. Department of
Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Equation Data System (IPEDS).
Multiple regression analysis in this study did not demonstrated that 8 of the 10
high-impact practices had no significant relationship with either four-year or six-year
graduation rates. Bivariate correlation matrices illustrated moderate to highly negative
relationships between graduation rates and freshman seminars, learning communities, and
group work as well as the high-impact practice composite scores at the most-selective
institutions. The findings suggest that offering high-impact practices may not lead to
increased graduation rates at public institutions and did not support their original
hypothesis.
One of the more popular theorists was David Kolb (1984). His theory was based
on a four-stage cycle of learning and four learning styles. His cycle of learning is
concrete learning, reflective observation, abstract conceptualization and active
experimentation. It is based on how a person understands and processes the information.
The four learning styles are diverging, assimilating, converging and accommodating.
Diverging are people who have a big imagination and are open minded. Assimilating are
people who learn by logical information and data. Converging are people who learn by
practical methods and hands on. Accommodating are people who learn by solving
problems intuitively. He developed the Learning Style Inventory assessment (Kolb,
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1984). Even thought this was developed back in the 1980’s his theories are still used by
modern psychology today.
Brooman & Darnwet (2014) conducted a quantitative study to measure changes in
certain factors known to inﬂuence success of ﬁrst-year students during the transition to
higher education: self-efﬁcacy, autonomous learning and social integration. Most studies
of induction and transition are evaluative or use qualitative research (Edward 2003) and
the success of our processes is rarely measured quantitatively. An experimental design
was used for this study, using quantitative data from questionnaires administered to ﬁrstyear law students, aimed to describe their responses at T1 and T2 and to determine any
change. The study also tested the relationships of existing self-efﬁcacy, autonomous
learning and social integration theories. Both questionnaires were completed by 141
students, an overall response rate of 57%.
There is evidence that may contradict Tinto’s suggestion that pre-existing
personal relationships need to be partially severed to thrive at the university. This study
shows that those students who maintained old relationships were more likely to feel a
sense of belonging and supported by staff. Their results tend to favor a ‘longer’ transition
strategy. The results for some scales did not follow our predictions. Self-efﬁcacy and
Study habits did not change. Independence of learning beliefs changed in the opposite
direction to that expected: students reported lower learning beliefs at the end of the task
than at the beginning. Amongst the social integration scales, old friends did not change.
This study was useful to compare Tinto’s suggestion that pre-existing personal
relationship needs to be partially severed to be successful in college.
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Sameano (2010) study reported on how academic preparation, psychosocial,
socio-demographic, situational, and institutional factors influence enrollment and degree
outcomes from a sample of students who entered community college in 2003. Attrition
before degree completion is more pronounced at the community college relative to fouryear institutions (Sameano, 2010). Across two-year institutions the average first to
second year retention rate is 54% and at four-year 73% (ACT, 2008). Tinto’s (1993)
Theory of Postsecondary Education Student Attrition includes five primary factors that
predict a student’s decision to drop out of an institution, including goals, commitments,
institutional experiences, integration, and high school outcome which suggests that
academic preparation is not the sole determinant of college success. Their findings
support the integration of educations persistence (Bean, 1980: Tinto, 1993) and
motivation theories (Covingrton, 2000; Eccles &Wigfiled, 2002) as a model for
understanding the antecedents of college outcomes (Sameano, 2010).
The sample consisted of 21 community colleges and a total of 4,481 students who
completed the SRI. The independent variables are academic preparation, psychosocial,
socio-demographic, situational, and institutional. The researcher conducted a multinomial
logit model to estimate the effect of each predictor variable on the likelihood of a student
belonging to the outcome category as opposed to the “dropped out” category (Sameano,
2010). The results were borderline significant (0.01 < p value < 0.05), they suggest that
students with modest ratings of their own academic ability are more likely to obtain a
degree or certificate, rather than drop out. The results confirmed the researcher’s
expectations that higher levels of academic preparation, psychosocial, sociodemographic, situational, and institutional factors would predict community college
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degree attainment and transfer to four-year institutions. Consistent with the researcher’s
expectations, situational factors that were significantly predictive of obtaining a degree or
transferring rather than dropping out included full time enrollment, higher degree
expectations, and fewer planned hours worked. This study is relevant to my research into
full time student completion rates.
Ramachandiran and Dhanapal (2018) quantitative study aimed to identify the
perceptions of Gen Y and Z students’ regarding academic stressors in colleges using the
Perceived Stress Test (PSS). The researchers suggested that stress will affect a student’s
overall health, sleep patterns and academic success.
The results showed that the majority of respondents, 78.2%, fell under the
moderate level of stress category. The top four factors identified as sources of stress were
academic studies, peer pressure, family problems, and financial problems. Academic
studies were the factor that caused the most stress. Based on their findings, the
researchers suggested that colleges take positive steps to reduce student stress to ensure
that they possess good mental health and can perform well in their studies. Social
integration is an important factor in student retention and completion.
According to the Organization for Co-operation and Development (2012), the
U.S. ranked the likelihood for youth attending college if their parent did not obtain an
upper secondary education at 29%, therefore the U.S. was the lowest ranked country in
comparison to other OECD countries. As statistics nationwide remain dismal, the number
of students who are prepared to matriculate to college continues to decline. The data
further underscore the importance of affording opportunities for students and their
families to begin early interventions to combat barriers that impede college matriculation.
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Recent research studies have examined the impact of entrance examination scores
on retention. A study published by the Community College Research Center (2012)
examined data of 42,000 first-time students at a large urban community college. The
researchers found that placement tests such as Compass and other high stakes entrance
examinations did not predict how well students performed in community college settings.
For example, approximately thirty-three percent of students who were placed into
remedial courses based upon entrance exam scores could have passed college level
courses with at least a B. The researchers concluded that the best predictor of student
success was the high school GPA and urged institutions to examine grades received and
previous coursework completed during a student’s high school career when determining
the applicable course work level for first time college students (Community College
Research Center, 2012). To further illustrate this point, Belfield and Crosta (2012) found
that placement test scores were weakly associated with college GPA and the correlation
disappears when controlling for the variable of high school GPA.
Major and Career Choice Variables
Considering the community college perspective, encouraging students to make
early decisions about their field of interest is often considered a necessity in order to
determine whether their academic track should be a vocational or transfer curriculum.
According to Striplin (1999), this sorting practice may actually have a reverse effect on
retention because two-year colleges enroll a high percentage of academically
underprepared, under-experienced, and underrepresented student populations. Cuseo
(2001) contends that community colleges may better assist students in making informed
decisions by infusing academic and career planning into the first year curriculum. Astin
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(1993) confirmed the importance of career counseling when he noted that the primary
purpose that students attend college is to prepare for a career, but they need professional
assistance. In addition, the practice of combining career counseling with academic
advising can serve to increase the level of student satisfaction, thereby also increasing
retention (Noel & Levitz, 1995).
The effect and timing of choosing a major can have important implications on
student persistence. Several authors (Reynolds, Gross, Millard and Pettengale (2010)
asserted that an early declaration of major would lead to increased retention, as the
student may be more committed to their studies, while others indicated early affirmation
of a major may actually be premature and lead to ineffective decision making. Leppel’s
(2001), research indicated that differences in persistence evolved from a student’s level
of goal- commitment, interest in a subject, the effect of social-forces, and their own selfimage. Using a two-step process of least squares regression and logit estimation, Leppel
(2001) concluded that “students with undecided majors have both low academic
performance and low persistence rates” (p. 340). She cited lack of commitment to their
education as the rationale for attrition. Wyckoff’s (1999) retention research confirmed the
importance of commitment as a reason for persistence when he found “...student
commitment to education and career goals is perhaps the strongest factor associated with
persistence to degree completion” (as cited in Cuseo, 2005, p.1).
The importance of subject interest was also noted by Harackiewicz, Barron,
Tauer, Carter and Elliott (2000) as a key determining factor in choosing a major since a
student’s level of interest often determines whether subsequent courses in a particular
discipline are chosen. In addition, the authors found that competency combined with an
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interest in the subject yielded the highest impact on choosing an academic major.
Considering that first-time freshmen have limited breadth of academic feedback for
assessing their competency in a particular field and minimal exposure to the various
disciplines available, other researchers (Cuseo, 2001; Lewallen, 1993) determined that
early declaration of major can actually be detrimental to persistence.
Holmegaard, Ulriksen & Madsen (2014) completed a longitudinal qualitative
study on student choice of study in higher education. An extensive body of American
literature on student higher education choice is primarily dominated by large-scale
quantitative studies emphasizing how students’ backgrounds, their ethnicity, gender, and
social background, affect their choice of study, and on how students’ prior high school
trajectories seem to prepare them for higher education. The researchers used a narrative
psychological framework to show how the choice of higher education is embedded in
various dilemmas, making it difficult for the students to make meaningful choices. The
study followed a cohort of 134 students from the end of their last year in upper-secondary
schools and for the next three years. In this research they address the issue of choice,
drawing on a narrative psychological approach.
The results of this study show that choosing what to study is a complex, ongoing,
and social process, rather than an isolated individual event. Students internalize the
choice of study program, making it a persona task for them to solve on their own. The
students articulate that they can choose whatever they want to do, but they still struggle to
find out what they really want and what would be suitable for them. The students strive to
choose a study program that fits their present interests while at the same time trying to
achieve a proper match between a study program and their ideas about various
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trajectories of life in general. The researchers identified that their choice must appear
unique, authentic, and individual, at the same time the narratives show that choice is
being tried out and validated in the students’ social network. They are revised and
adjusted based on how the social relations meet and inform the student narratives. The
negotiation of the narrative happens continuously in order to become convincing both to
the students’ environment and to the students’ own sense of who they are. The students’
social background, and particularly that of their parents, is a gateway to ideas about
possible choices to make and paths to follow and the student’s social network provides
access to experience, knowledge and ideas that may inform their choice. The student,
however, do not consider this interaction with their social network as a valid aspect of
their choice and do not intentionally draw on the resources available to them from family,
friends, and counselors. In the student’s experience they are managing a rather complex
process in solitude.
Brown (2002) article suggest that theorists have all but ignored the career
development of ethnic and cultural minorities. The researched presents values-based
theory of occupational choice, satisfaction, and success. The researcher chose values as
the cornerstone of the theory because work values have been identified as critical variable
in the career development process and cultural values play an important role in the
occupational choice-making process. The values system contains all the values held by
individuals, including their cultural values and work values. Cultural values have been
those typically held by certain cultural groups.
Brown (2002) suggests that it is necessary to advance a theory that attempts to
explain both the occupational choice-makings and adaptation process of all groups.
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Cultural and work values ere advanced as the primary factors in occupational choice and
the outcomes of those choices. Gender, SES, history of discrimination, scholastic
aptitude, special aptitudes, self-efficacy, and other variable were salient variables in the
theory. The author suggests that additional research should focus on the role of values
and cultural values on the career decision-making processes, the choices made, and the
outcome of those choices for all cultural groups.
Puspanathan, Ramendran, Muthuragja, & Singh (2017) study on Generation Y
expectations and perceptions on their career choices and its influences on leaderships. A
qualitative method was used to gather perceptions. The generational theory of Strauss and
Howe (1991) was used for their theoretical framework to help introduce and justify the
concept of generational differences. The four themes that were used were generation,
monetary rewards, work experiences and leadership. The analysis showed that
technology was the main influential factor, monetary rewards was highly important and
influenced their motivation and commitment in a workplace, desire for career
advancement, family and friends are a priority, less stressful work environment,
flexibility in the workplace, leadership with emotional intelligence were all important to
the participants. The limitation of the study is the small sample size from Malaysia and
the instrument being used only examined four themes.
Arcidiacono, Hotz, & Kang (2012) examine the factors that influence college
major choice. The choice of college major plays a critical role in determining the future
earnings of college graduates. Students make their college major decisions in part due to
the future earning streams associated with the different majors. They administered a
survey of male undergraduate students at Duke University in 2009. Gender was the only
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restriction used. The survey included question about expected earnings in their major
chosen and other majors. The descriptive statistics and model estimates revealed that
sorting occurs, both on expected earnings and on individual perceptions of their relative
abilities to perform the coursework in particular majors. They also found that students
were more likely to enter careers where they expected the average Duke students to earn
more than what the average student in the sample expected.
Morgan, Gelbgiser, & Weeden (2013) analyze gender differences in college major
selection, focusing on educational pathways through college that lead to science,
engineering, or doctoral-track medicine occupations and to non-doctoral track clinical
and health sciences occupations. Gender differences in college major selection remain
substantial, even for a cohort in which rates of enrollment in postsecondary education are
more than ten percent higher for young women than for young men. They demonstrated
that neither gender differences in work-family goals nor in academic preparation explain
a substantial portion of these difference but the occupational plans of high school seniors
are strong predictors of initial college major selection. They find that the association
between occupational plans and college major selection is not attributable to work-family
orientation or academic preparation. They also find gender differences in the association
between occupation plans and college major selection that are consistent with prior
research on STEM attrition, as well as with the claim that attrition also affects the
selection of majors that are gateways into doctoral-track medicine.
Understanding Generations
According to Codrington (2008), an individual’s value systems is formed within
the first 10 years of their life, influenced by family, friends, community, world events,
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and the generational era in which they are born. He goes on to say that a generation
typically spans 20 years, from birth to becoming parents. Generations tend to be defined
by significant events in the world, leading to different dates in different areas.
Generational cohort theory was developed in order to better understand how a person’s
view of the world is affected by the characteristics of the times in which they were born
(Codrington, 2008).
A generation is a group of people of the same age in a similar social environment
who experience similar social events (Sessa et al., 2007). There are usually six
characteristics that help to determine a generation: (a) a traumatic or formative event,
such as war; (b) a dramatic shift in demography that influences the distribution of
resources in a society; (c) an interval that connects a generation to success or failure; (d)
creation of a sacred space that sustains a collective memory; (e) mentors or heroes; and
(f) the work of people who know and support each other (Sessa et al., 2007). Research
indicates that each generation has distinct attitudes, behaviors, expectations, habits, and
motivational stimuli (Sessa et al., 2007).
According to Eeman (2007), generational theory came to prominence in 1991
based on the work of Strauss and Howe (1997). These researchers suggested that a
person’s life can be divided into four stages: youth, rising adulthood, midlife, and
elderhood. Strauss and Howe said that generations of people go through these same four
stages of life and a full cycle lasts approximately 90 years (Eeman, 2007). They defined a
generation as a cohort of people born within specified years, typically encompassing a
space of about 17 to 25 years (Strauss & Howe, 1991). Strauss and Howe’s (1997)
generational cohort theory guided this study.
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The major contributors to generational theory in the 20th century were Pierre
Bourdieu, 1977, José Ortega y Gasset, 1958, Karl Mannheim, 1952, and Julian Marias,
1970 (Codrington, 2008). In the 1990s, generational theory became even more popular
due to the research of William Strauss and Neil Howe. Generational theory explains how
an era in which a person is born affects the development of their worldview (Codrington,
2008). According to Codrington (2008), an individual’s value system is formed within
the first 10 years of life and influenced by family, friends, community, world events, and
the generational era in which they are born. He went on to say that a generation typically
spans 20 years, which includes birth to the age at which they become parents.
Generations tend to be defined by significant events in the world, which could lead to
different dates in different areas. German born; Karl Mannheim was the first to research
generational value development (1952). He stated that, “young generations are
imperfectly socialized because of a gap between the ideals that they have learned from an
older generation and the realities they experience” (Mannheim, 1928, 1952). As children
become more aware of the world around them, they go through a phase called fresh
contact, during which individuals develop meaning based on personal experiences within
a social context. This process of making meaning tends to be different from other
generations.
Generations Defined
In order to fully understand Generation Z, we need to look at past generations.
Starting with the Silent Generation, Boomer Generation, Generation X, Generation Y
(Millennials), Generation Z (post millennials) and ending with the future generation, the
Alpha Generation. Generational cutoff points aren’t an exact science (Dimock, 2019).
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They should be viewed primarily as tools, allowing for the kinds of analyses detailed
above. But their boundaries are not arbitrary. Generations are often considered by their
span, but again there is no agreed upon formula for how long that span should be. At 16
years (1981 to 1996), our working definition of Millennials is equivalent in age span to
their preceding generation, Generation X (born between 1965 and 1980) (Dimock, 2019).
By this definition, both are shorter than the span of the Baby Boomers (19 years), the
only generation officially designated by the U.S. Census Bureau, based on the famous
surge in post-WWII births in 1946 and a significant decline in birthrates after 1964 (Pew
Research Center, 2019).
For this study, the generation cutoff points will be used based the research of Pew
Research Center (2019). The Silent Generation is composed of anyone born between
1928-1945. The Boomer Generation is composed of anyone born between 1946-1964.
Generation X is composed of anyone born between 1965-1980. Generation Y is
composed of anyone born between 1981-1996. Generation Z is composed of anyone born
1997-2012. The oldest began college in 2015 and are graduating two-year colleges in
2017 and they will be our traditional aged students through 2032. Generation Z currently
is 26% of the population. The Alpha Generation will be anyone born after 2012 and just
started elementary school. Researchers are projecting that the Alpha Generation will be
the largest topping off at almost 2 billion.
Each generation has its own unique characteristics but was an important part in
influencing future generations. In order to fully understand our current generation, it is
important to examine past generations. Starting with the Silent Generation (born 19281945). They are also known as the Lucky Few. They were influenced by The Great
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Depression and World War II. They were called the silent generation because they were
dedicated to work and family. They did not get involved with civil rights movements but
preferred to be low key. They were the lucky few because they usually worked for one
company for their entire career and were not involved with wars (Strauss & Howe, 1991).
Baby Boom Generation (born 1946-1964). This generation was also known as
the Me Generation because they grew up in a time of indulgence. This was the largest
generation proceeding this time period. They grew up during the Vietnam War,
Watergate, Women and Human Rights movements, and the Recession. During their time,
one of the biggest inventions was television. As the war ended and all the troops returned
home, there was more stability and this created a boom of babies. They were confident
but mistrustful of authority. Baby boomers attended higher education causing a boom in
building construction on campuses. They believed that hard work is the path to success.
They have traditional work ethics and are supportive of the traditional 9-5 workdays
(Strauss & Howe, 1991).
Generation X (born 1965-1980). Also referred to as the Latchkey Kids because at
this time both parents worked and they were left alone. This plays a part in how they
raised their children, Generation Z. They are very committed to work life balance.
Generation X was raised during the boom of technology. The invention of a personal
computer was during their time. They grew up in a world of violence, sexual revolution,
AIDS outbreak, and the rise in divorce rates. They are characterized as skeptics. This was
a much smaller group than the Baby Boomers so higher education saw a smaller
enrollment during this time (Strauss & Howe, 1991).
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Generation Y (born 1981-1996). They were also referred to as the Millennials and
Echo Boomers because most were the children of the Baby Boomers and were the true
natives of the Information Age. They are currently the largest generation to date. This
generation was nurtured and many refer to their parents (baby boomers) as “helicopter
parents”. They were shaped by globalization, technology and diversity. They have had
access to cell phones, computers and the internet since they were born. They are
characterized as realists and cynical. Many believe that this generation had things handed
to them and feel entitled. They depend highly on their baby boomer parents (Strauss &
Howe, 1991).
Lastly, Generation Z (born 1997-2012) who are also referred to as PostMillennials, I Generation, Homeland, and Digital Natives. They are the first generation
born in the 21st century. Raised by Generation X parents. This generation is self-directed
and determined to take charge of their own futures. They grew up in uncertainty, post
9/11 and the Great Recession. They also grew knowing that even school is not a safe
place. Generation Z is unique in many ways. While past generations had different devices
for video games, phone calls, playing music, searching the internet, this generation can
do it all on one device. They have never known a world without connectivity and have
been able to learn globally with the use of the internet (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).
As stated in Generation Z goes to College: “Generation Z has always lived in a
virtual and physical reality. With easy access to the world’s issues, Generation Z sees
problems but wants to find solutions and knows how to wield their tools and knowledge
to do so. We predict Generation Z will have a strong work ethic similar to Baby Boomers
and the responsibility and resiliency of their Generation X parents, and they may be even
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technologically savvier than the Millennials. This leads us to the big question: Will
Generation Z be the group that changes the world?” (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).
Each generation has contributed to society and helped shape the future.
Generation Z are strongly influenced by their parents, Generation X, and by the events
that occurred during their time. Some of their characteristics are loyal, compassionate,
thoughtful, resourceful, self-directed, driven and independent. According to Seemiller
and Grace (2016), Generation Z is also very anxious growing up in uncertainty. They are
very private. They want to make a difference in the world and are concerned about
society. They like to follow and watch other people. Much different from the Millennials
who shared everything about themselves. They worry about society as a whole,
education, finances, and jobs. They are interested in working for themselves and what
impact they can have on society. They don’t separate their work from their philanthropic
efforts. Many see that their ability to change the world is part of their career. They
believe in hard work. Many students work and then spend time volunteering on
weekends. Generation Z grew up witnessing a lot of unemployment so careers are an
important issue for them. They have been brought up by Generation X parents who
believe if you want something, you need to work for it. Even though they worry about the
cost of education, more than 80% feel a degree still counts and is worth the investment.
This is something that we need to consider when planning our new programs of study.
They want more classes on entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship (Seemiller &
Grace, 2016). This generation has some unique characteristics and they are also the most
diverse population which means there will be cultural differences that we also need to
consider (Pew Research Center, 2018).
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Generational Differences
Mohr & Mohr (2017) research article was based on prior academic journals and
books. Rather than negatively stereotype new students and their learning behaviors,
therefore, faculty should consider generational differences that might hinder or help the
teaching-learning dynamic and respond more positively. A fresh understanding of the
newer generations can help instructor’s better meet current students ‘educational needs.
This article shares brief generational profiles based on recent research and then presents
questions and recommendations for improving course assignments and their
effectiveness. The older generation (of faculty) must mentor and challenge the next
generation of adults (current college-aged students). This challenge can include using
updated course assignments and communicating more productively about the work that
university faculty expect Digital Natives to complete in an effort to prepare these Gen-Z
students for their fast-approaching professional lives. Secondly, instructors should
review their major assignments to consider ways to increase their value and
appeal to students. Thirdly, instructors may want to audit the way they talk about their
planned educational experiences and promote them as beneficial to students and their
futures.
Montana and Petit (2008) study examines the factors that motivate Generation X
and Y and those factors that will be preparing Generation Z. Data will show how these
factors have changed over time in comparison to the earlier Generations. Students from
various business school classes from Generation X and Y were asked to check the six
factors out of 25 factors that were most important in motivating them to do their best
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work. The results from each class tally was later aggregated to show how the total of 200
students from each Generation ranked the six most important factors.
The method used was the survey of This and Lippits. They compared current
survey to past survey. Current survey consisted of 200 subjects and past survey had over
6,500. They concluded that the rankings by Generation X and Y were markedly different
from earlier generations but were close to each other. This sample can command
relatively good salaries, and they are interested in receiving them. Pay matters to them,
not only for economic reasons but also as a symbol of their worth and status. A chance
for promotion is also important to them as is steady employment. The major difference
between Generation X and Y is that “getting along well with other on the job” was
important to Generation Y as was a chance for “Promotion” which was ranked eight.
Motivating each of these generations to work together requires managers to relinquish a
one-style fits-all approach to their subordinates. Understanding the factors that motivate
each of these different groups is very important for managers to understand in order to
manage effectively. For Generation X and Y “Getting along well with others on the job”
was the leading motivator. Generation Z tends to show characteristics slightly different
than its predecessors Generation X and Y. More research on Generation Z needs to be
compiled to determine what their top motivators are.
Seemiller and Grace (2016) are authors of the book “Generation Z Goes to
College”. They have conducted extensive research in 2014 on Generation Z students. The
purpose of the research was to understand this new generation that was entering college
campuses since very little research, at this point, was available. In order to recruit,
educate, and graduate this new generational cohort effectively, educators must understand
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the overarching characteristics, perspectives, and styles of these students. They hoped to
gain insight on this generation’s perspectives, styles, preferences, concerns, and beliefs as
they relate to politics, spirituality, motivation, communication, social issues, community
engagement, relationship, and learning. In their book, Generation Z Goes to College,
Seemiller and Grace (2016), stress the importance of understanding Generation Z’s
characteristics, styles and motivators to be prepared for what they bring to higher
education. Their conclusion was that Generation Z students are in many ways like every
other generation before and yet vastly different at the same time. Nevertheless, there are
clues to help uncover how to best engage these students in higher education (2016).
The authors conducted a qualitative study of more than 750 Generation Z students
from 15 institutions of varying sizes and types across the country using surveys. They
also supplemented their findings with emerging generational research, market research,
social and behavioral science studies, and national polling data which included more than
150,000 students. The research showed that while Generation Z shares some
characteristics with Millennials, it is a vastly different and unique cohort. Their research
concluded that Generation Z students prefer to engage in hands-on learning opportunities
in which they can immediately apply what they learn to real life. The study also
concluded four ways to effectively engage with Generation Z students based on their
characteristics which are to utilize video-based learning, incorporate intrapersonal
learning into class, offer community engagement opportunities, and connect students to
internships. For higher education professionals working with Generation Z students the
following conclusions were made in association with the purpose statement and focus of
the inquiry as gathered from the participant interviews: 1) Universities must take the time
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to research and understand Generation Z in order to prepare and be a Generation Z ready
college; 2) Universities must find a way to engage parents as partners in order to foster
student academic success; 3) Universities should research, review, analyze, and
implement academic services and tools that support student success across the student
experience for this generation; and 4) Universities need to identify service models that
provide support for overall student well-being.
Sing (2014) research article has evaluated the characteristics of Generation Z and
use the information to determine how career aspirations of Generation Z are going to
shape the future of organizations. The characteristics that emerged are tech savvy,
prematurely mature, pampered, empowered, risk adverse and protected. The objective of
the study was to know about Generation Z’s interests and how their interest with affect
future professions.
The research is based on primary and secondary data. The primary data used was
interviews and interactions with multigenerational subjects on issues related to their
professional and personal data. The secondary data was information gathered from
relevant journals, direct discussion with experts, and different magazine articles to find
new dimensions on the subject. Generation Z represents the greatest generational shift the
workplace has ever seen. Generation Z will present profound challenges to leaders in
every sector of education and the workforce. It will be increasingly important to
understand where they are coming from and key strategies for bringing out the best in
this new emerging young workforce. The aim of the article was to sensitize organizations
to be prepared of what is coming up and sensitize them to be prepared for the same. This
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research also calls for a wider research and attention from both practitioners and
academicians.
Coomes & DeBard (2004) study on generational approach to understanding
students gives a generational perspective to educators. They found that by exploring
factors which shape a generation’s peer personality and discerning identifying
characteristics of that personality, educators can develop more effective policies and
practices. Effective practitioners must have a firm grasp of theoretical and conceptual
models for understanding students as individuals and as members of groups.
Understanding the theory of generations gives the practitioner a source of insight
to round out conceptual frameworks they already rely on. However, like all models, a
generational perspective should be employed with caution. Like many large theories, it
can lead to stereotyping and overgeneralization and one should not assume that a current
generation’s values, attitudes, and behaviors are the same as those of its immediate
predecessors. A fascinating aspect of generational analysis is to observe the emerging
generations’ movement away from the previous generation’s thematic values (Howe and
Strauss, 2000). The researchers suggest that one should not study generations in order to
predict the transferal of normative behaviors from one generation to another. Rather, once
a generations themes are established, predictions about what motivates action through
appealing to the goals, engendering the hopes, and appreciating the fears of a particular
generation. Like measures of central tendency, a generational approach may illuminate
the characteristics of the group, but it also obscures the idiographic characteristics of the
individual.
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For the first time in history, there are four generations side-by-side. In 1991,
Strauss and Howe (1991) called this gap a constellation, stating that culture is constantly
changing and shifting, affecting both behavior and attitudes. For the Post-Millennial
student, this shift is occurring due to convergence, which has caused them to be less
engaged and paying less attention in class (Anderson, 2004). Convergence is defined as a
single device, such as a smartphone, that has the ability to operate as a phone, an alarm
clock, a navigation tool, a web browser, a camera, a notepad, etc. (McCrindle, 2014).
Generation Z is the first generation to start school with convergence and the existence of
modern technology (McCrindle, 2014; O’Connor, 2016). Bruner (1971) stated, “we have
undertaken the job of forging compatible links between man’s intellect and the computers
that are its servants...we easily become overwhelmed by complexity and clutter” (p. 4), a
sentiment that could easily describe today’s Post-Millennial student (Seemiller & Grace,
2016). The clutter has caused some impediments for student engagement, which result in
lower academic achievement (Hsieh, 2014). Research has shown that when students are
engaged, they absorb more and are more passionate about learning. In order to take this
journey, there is a need for attentiveness and a willingness to learn (Armstrong, 1995).
Though student engagement is not a revolutionary problem, reaching the PostMillennial young person has brought some new challenges (Maloney, 2015). Due to the
bombardment of information and constant connection to the World Wide Web, the
twenty-first century traditional college student thinks and processes information
fundamentally differently from their predecessors (Pandit, 2015; Seemiller & Grace,
2016). Unlike those before them, they are able to comprehend and learn things that earlier
generations did not attack until much later in life (O’Connor, 2016; Pandit, 2015;
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Seemiller & Grace, 2016; Selingo, 2013). As one University of California Los Angeles
(UCLA) student said about his generation, “Generation Z takes in information
instantaneously and loses interest just as fast” (Maloney, 2015, para. 6). Some of this is
because two-thirds of Generation Z were already operating computers before the age of
five (Zemke, Raines, & Filipczak, 2013). This exposure to technology, while their brains
were still developing, rewired how they process information (Carr 2010; Richtel, 2010).
Carr (2010) studied primates as they were exposed to technology and discovered a
significant alteration of neural circuitry that rewired their brains to an autopilot mode.
Carr (2010) stated that: When we go online, we enter an environment that promotes
cursory reading, hurried and distracted thinking, and superficial learning...which have
been shown to result in strong and rapid alterations in brain circuits and functions. (p.
111). This rewiring of the brain is in effect a key reason for distraction and the inability to
concentrate when necessary (Carr, 2010). The brain becomes an extension to the
technology, allowing for little critical thinking (Carr, 2010). Rich (2012) and Carr (2010)
both stated that while on the Internet a person’s brain is not rewarded for remaining on
task but for skipping to the next thing.
According to Pew and the American Life Project, 93% of youth are online, which
may explain the struggle to concentrate (Carr, 2010; Curwood, 2017). When a student
reaches the age of 20, he or she will have spent, on average, 10,000 hours playing video
games, received 200,000 e-mail and instant messages, but will have only spent 5,000
hours reading books (Selingo, 2013). This problem can affect how students remain
interested in academic learning (Pandit, 2015). Students often have selective attention
and will disengage if they deem anything less important than another task or not
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necessary to their situation (Curwood, 2017). According to Pandit (2015), Generation Z’s
motivation to obtain knowledge comes from how the material is transmitted in the
classroom.
Though most of today’s young people have developed an increased confidence
that allows them a greater desire to learn, the problem stems from wanting the
information instantly and with little effort (O’Connor, 2016). Short attention spans are a
natural occurrence when multiple distractions are surrounding someone, which is more
prevalent for the post-modern generation, whose worldviews are shaped at the click of a
mouse (O’Conner, 2016).
According to Elam, Stratton, & Gibson (2007) as of 2017 (the most recent year
available with school enrollment information) 80% of post-Millennial 18- to 20-year-olds
had finished high school. That represents a modest improvement from previous
generations. At the same ages, 76% of Millennials and 78% of Gen Xers had completed
high school. Some of the overall post-Millennial improvement stems from the leap
in high school completion among Hispanic youth. In 2017, 76% of Hispanic 18- to 20year-olds had finished high school, outpacing the 60% of Hispanic Millennials attaining
this benchmark in 2002. Black high school completion has also improved: 77% of black
post-Millennials ages 18 to 20 had finished high school, compared with 71% of black
Millennials in this age group in 2002.
The share of post-Millennials who have dropped out of high school is
significantly lower than it was for Millennials. In 2017, 6% of 18- to 20-year-old postMillennials had neither finished high school nor were enrolled in high school. By
comparison, 12% of Millennial 18- to 20-year-olds had dropped out of high school in
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2002, as had 13% of Gen Xers in 1986.The oldest post-Millennials are less likely than
their predecessors to be in the labor force. Only 58% of today’s 18- to 21-year-olds
worked in the prior calendar year; this compares with 72% of Millennial 18- to 21-yearolds in 2002. And employment among post-Millennials is less likely to be full-time
compared with earlier generations (Pew Research, 2018). This is likely due, in large part,
to the fact that these young adults are more likely than their predecessors to be enrolled in
college.
Howe and Strauss (2000) contend that key defining attitudes and behaviors
distinguish the Millennial generation of student’s now entering college. Specifically, it is
argued that Millennial students are: 1) conventionally motivated and respectful; 2)
structured rule followers; 3) protected and sheltered; 4) cooperative and team-oriented; 5)
talented achievers; and 6) confident and optimistic about their futures––all of which have
implications for educators at all levels (Strang, 2014).
Generation Z
Research indicates that the majority of the members of Generation Z are “smart,
savvy, innovative, driven, responsible, caring, and understanding” (Seemiller & Grace,
2016). Others like Brotheim (2014) see them in more of a negative light, calling them
entitled and noting their lack of respect for authority. Despite differences of opinion, one
characteristic that has been evident is that Post-Millennials aspire for change; however,
they expect that the resolution will be dispensed quickly, having little patience for slow
processes (Brotheim, 2014; Pandit, 2015; Seemiller & Grace, 2016). Their desire for
immediate knowledge infiltrates their learning. Though some Post-Millennials view
themselves as independent people, they are willing to learn only if it will take little time

107

and effort (O’Connor, 2016; Pandit, 2015; Seemiller & Grace, 2016). This impediment
has produced a fleeting attention span. While this is not an original problem, it has
become more and more prolific as the world becomes more technology driven
(O’Connor, 2016).
Rickes (2016) suggests that generational characteristics and traits of Gen Z will
drive physical changes on college and university campuses due to Gen Z’s increased
concern of student debt and sustainability. Higher education institutions will curb campus
sprawl and spending and need to concentrate on employability of students and their
return on investment. Generation Y students have already begun to transform higher
education institution technology and pedagogy with their comfort level with technology
and their team-oriented behavior. Active learning approach is being used to engage this
generation. Active learning consists of multidimensional learning, involving cognitive,
social, and experiential factors. Students build on their collective prior knowledge and
teach each other, peer to peer while collaborating in solving relevant problems. Rickes
(2016) believes that Gen Z’s will continue to prefer practical hands-on learning given
their desire for meaningful experiences. They will also benefit from independent
problem-seeking work in advance of a discussion given they like to “work independently
yet collaborate, but on their own terms” (Seemiller & Grace, 2016, p.207). Their
predisposition will continue to raise the bar on active learning classrooms and pedagogy.
Another element to consider is how members of Gen Z prefer to communicate. They may
be more “pictorially inclined” in their learning preferences as the brain can process more
images quickly than text. The decrease in the average attention span, from twelve to eight
seconds, also poses a challenge. Prensky (2001) suggests that today’s students think and
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process information fundamentally differently from their predecessors, a result of being
exposed to technology from birth. Generation Z students are tech reliant but are in favor
of person-to-person contact and communication. Generation Z parents give their children
more space to explore and make their own decision but still are concerned about keeping
them safe without being like the helicopter parents of prior generations. Their parents are
often described as co-pilots of Generation Z. Generation Z students concern for society,
meaningful and authentic experiences, desire to recycle/repair/reuse to avoid waste,
interest in gig or peer to peer professions, will change their expectations of higher
education.
Within their lifetime, Generation Z has witnessed high unemployment of the
Great Recession, which has fashioned them to be more concerned about their future,
causing them to be more career minded (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). Though two-thirds of
Generation Z worry about finding a rewarding career, more than 42% are optimistic and
trust the financial and employment situation will improve in their lifetime, likely due to
their own persistence (Jones, 2012). They are motivated by wanting to make difference,
the chance for advancement, milestone rewards, and earning credit for something, but not
by public recognition or competition (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). In previous generations,
adolescents waited to become adults to achieve something of substance, but due to
technology, Generation Z expects to be more than just a spectator, and therefore tend to
believe they can make a difference at any age (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).
From Northeastern University’s 2015 nationwide survey, 42% of Post-Millennials
want to run their own business and a Sparks and Honey survey found 61 to 72% already
do (Zimmer, 2015). Forty-nine percent of Generation Z has already taken some sort of
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college credit while in high school (Zimmer, 2015). Eighty-nine percent of Generation Z
students find the idea of a college degree valuable and love learning but are shown to
thrive only when challenged and allowed to be fully engaged in the learning process
(Zimmer, 2015). Studies are suggesting that Post-Millennials are not necessarily lazy or
uninterested in learning, but instead are quick to educate others on what they are learning
and discovering through social media and web-based platforms (Seemiller & Grace,
2016). It is their desire to commence their future goals early in life.
Of the 1,200 students polled by Zimmer (2015), the number one reason that
students attend college is in hope of securing a good job. Though they feel a degree is
important, many do not feel their educational institution has or will prepare them with
applicable skills (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). Without the support and training they feel
entitled to, students may become disengaged (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). To truly
appreciate the problem, it is first important to understand the problem of student
engagement when it comes to Generation Z.
Generation Y
Generation Y, or the Millennials, are those born in the 80’s to the early 90’s,
raised by late Boomers or the early X-Generation. They are often depicted as selfabsorbed, apathetic, and carry the label of the Me Generation (Twenge, 2014). Possibly
due to the nature of the latchkey Generation X feeling neglected, or late Boomers’ belief
in freedom, Generation Y was often over parented (Twenge, 2014). Their parents are
often regarded as the pilots of Generation Y. Many college institutions are still focused
on Generation Y, but the majority of this generation has graduated from their
undergraduate programs.
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Millennials are confident, with a can do attitude, which many attribute to the
active parenting style of the Boomers and the “everyone gets a participation trophy”
philosophies characteristic of their upbringing. Millennials are used to a strong support
system, both financially and emotionally from their baby boomer parents, more than half
indicate depending on financial assistance from their family. The healthy economy the
Baby Boomers grew accustomed to influence how they raised their Millennial children.
Millennials have high expectation for their career, including pay, opportunities for
advancement, fulfilling work, and work life balance. Eight nine percent of millennials are
confident about their futures. Their confident attitudes, and their lofty work expectations,
directly align with how they are perceived as always wanting something bigger. Growing
up in multi-media and interactive environments, Millennials are used to always being
connected. They are the earliest adopters of social media and internet technology. They
like to share everything on social media unlike Generation Z who prefer to follow.
Millennial students are described as confident and optimistic about their futures.
While this generation of students is thought to present current and future challenges to
educators, they are also felt to possess great positive potential for society, leading Howe
and Strauss (2000) to label them the next “greatest generation.” First, being
conventionally motivated and respectful, Millennials promise to be responsible and
conscientious students with whom to work. Growing up, they have been directed and
nurtured by both their parents and teachers. Second, as structured rule followers, it is also
believed that Millennial college students will be less distrustful of policies, procedures
and processes than the earlier Generation X or Baby Boom cohorts Third, and related to
the aforementioned point, it should also be anticipated that Millennial students, having
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been protected and sheltered, may ask questions concerning their safety and well-being
when acclimating to the university setting. Fourth, throughout their primary and
secondary education, Millennial students have worked together in teams on group
projects, often receiving group grades. Encouraged to be cooperative and collaborative,
they have developed skills that not only ensure mutual-inclusiveness, but also the
expectation that all team members do their part. Given their collaborative nature,
Millennial students should be predisposed to judging plans and projects according to their
merit and providing constructive suggestions to group approaches to solving problems
(Lancaster and Stillman, 2002). Desiring to work cooperatively on projects that have
meaning and will make a difference (Zemke, 2001) Fifth, long pressured to excel,
Millennial students will have high expectations for their own success as undergraduates.
As such, they may also have clearly defined objectives, and will actively seek help in
accomplishing their goals.
Future Generations
Future generations are already being considered are the Generation Alpha,
Generation Beta, Generation Gamma and Generation Delta. These names were thought of
by scientist who used the Greek alphabet in lieu of the Latin. According to McCrindle
(2014), who first named the Alpha Generation. The Alpha Generation was born 20132025 and is the first generation to be born in the 21st century. This generation is expected
to number almost 2 billion (Pew Research Center, 2018). They have had screens put in
front of their faces as early as pacifiers. They were born in the year when the iPad was
introduced. The next generation after them will probably be called the Beta Generation
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and then the Delta Generation. One can only guess what the future will hold for these
generations with the fast-paced technology and global advances.
Continual changes in technology which will affect future jobs. By 2035, 47% of
all jobs will be done by artificial intelligence and robots. This will result in many career
shifts during their lifetime. At one time in the early 1900’s, 90% of people were farmers.
Today only 1%. Higher Education will change because the old linear life cycle that we
all know will change. It is no longer going to be school, work, and retire. It is going to be
more like school, work, school, work, school, work, then eventually retiring at a much
older age (McCrindle, 2014). This will be because of all the technological changes that
will affect the workforce. Also, with all the new medical discoveries people will be living
longer. There will be diseases that will not be around anymore because we have found
cures and there will be future discoveries on how to slow the aging process. This means
in the future we could live until 120 years old. Most people will not have one career but
rather have several. The future generations will have to think about education as lifelong
learning to keep up with the pace of the changing technological advancements
(McCrindle, 2014). Future education will be global, self-paced and remote. Technology
is moving so fast and will continue to do so. In looking at these advances, it is clear that
future educational programs will have to shift to careers that are evolving.
Generational Characteristics Related to Retention
Student engagement is not a new problem, but as Seemiller and Grace (2016)
indicated engaging students has a new threat, i.e. technology. This generation is
bombarded by the global voice found on the Internet (Pletka, 2007). Friedman (2007)
labeled Generation Z’s realm a flat world stating that “It is now possible for more people
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than ever to collaborate and compete in real time with more other people on more
different kinds of work from different corners of the planet and on a more equal footing
than at any other time in history” (Friedman, 2007, p. 8). In this cultural shift, the concept
of being distracted has become part of the complexion of society. Attention spans may
last from eight seconds to 15 minutes, depending on the circumstances (Bradbury, 2016;
Frederick, 2010). Seemiller and Grace (2016) claim that Generation Z has an attention
span of eight seconds. This is important for educators to understand and use this
knowledge to improve educating this generation. Some researchers have determined that
attention spans are reducing because students are often fixated on their cell phones and
social media (Bradbury, 2016; Brotheim, 2014; O’Connor, 2016; Seemiller & Grace,
2016).
Generation Z’s day-to-day lives are spent acquiring all information from their
laptops and phones such as weather, products, entertainment, and education (Seemiller &
Grace, 2016). They are trained to check social media updates, instantaneous texts, and
other entertaining feeds for pertinent information. They are accustomed to what is called
“don’t buy options” (Prensky, 2005, p. 2), when certain companies or objects, like a
video game, do not deliver on its promise, they can walk away without purchase. This has
created some challenges for current educators as students have higher expectations
(McCrindle, 2014). Pandit (2015) indicated that one of the goals to achieve success is to
establish a life-long, self-sufficient learner who has an intrinsic desire to want to learn
more. For educators, finding ways through the technology and distractions is important
for learning. Generation Z’s lack of ability to focus, feelings of inadequacy, the
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distraction of technology, and their view of a purposeless education are all contributors to
this disengagement (Seemiller & Grace, 2016).
The main role of educational leaders is to help people learn (Kaur & Mathur,
2015). Learning is about experience, acquired skills, and exposure to information
(Driscoll, 2004), and about moving information from short-term memory to long-term
memory (Campbell, 2013). Driscoll (2004) identified three stages of memory: sensory
memory, short-term (working) memory, and long-term memory. As working memory is
coded, it takes on significance, and for working memory to move to long-term memory, it
must have connections that are meaningful (Driscoll, 2004). According to Seemiller and
Grace (2016) applying meaning to what Generation Z is learning is essential part of
engaging them because of the overabundance of information available to them and the
shortened attention span of this generation which is eight seconds. When a professor
institutes some sort of experience into the learning, the content is more likely to activate
the hippocampus, which is associated with memory retention (Campbell, 2013).
Campbell’s (2013) study of the brain suggested that the more senses that are engaged, the
more likely a student is to store information permanently. This corresponds with the
report from The Glossary of Education Reform (Student engagement, 2016) which stated
that engagement is complex and unique to each person, and can be intellectual,
emotional, behavioral, physical, cultural, and social. There is no one right answer to how
each student learns, and what will motivate him or her, but a professor only has a few
minutes to catch and hold a person’s attention. (Campbell, 2013).
Learning is most successful when new material is integrated gradually into the
brain rather than when shared all at once (Medina, 2009). A person’s brain can only

115

retain seven pieces of information at a time and for less than thirty seconds (Ward, 2007).
If something tangible does not happen with the information in that period of time, the
content vanishes (Medina, 2009). Boyd (2014) of Microsoft stated that young people’s
brains are now rewired and that rapid-fire attention shifting and creative classes could aid
in engagement. In fact, students are more likely to remember information from the first
ten minutes and the last ten minutes, and the more use of color, quality tone, visual
presentations, games, and novel concepts will help them retain the information (Driscoll,
2004). This indicates that the more senses that are employed, the more likely a student is
to recall the subject matter being shared (Merriam & Caffarella, 2006). This need for
more stimuli within a group like Generation Z is even more evident because of the
kinesthetic nature of using technology and the added prevalent distractions, causing a
greater problem for engagement (Carr, 2010).
Generation Z is accustomed to attempting to do multiple things at once, which can
make focusing for long periods of times difficult and often making them disengage.
When a person is bored, his or her brain becomes unfocused (Campbell, 2013). “To
encode a memory properly, people must first be paying attention” (Doyle, 2011, p. 138).
Driscoll (2004) stated it another way, saying that for a memory to be processed, the
learner must first notice what is being shared. Worldview and culture are constantly
morphing as each person alters the culture he or she comes into contact with (Schein,
2010). With that understanding, each student who enters a classroom brings his or her
own culture and worldview, and in this instance, cognitive understanding, into the
learning process (McCrindle, 2014). Armstrong (1995) wrote that no one could make a
person want to learn; that desire must start with each individual. For one, as students
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begin to comprehend the material, and to see its importance, they are more likely to be
motivated to know more (Armstrong, 1995). In contrast, if students feel that the material
presented is futile, they will become disengaged and start to question their own potential
(Pletka, 2007). Students can also become discouraged if they feel unable to understand
the material.
Finding a way to connect with Generation Z has not been simple. Seemiller and
Grace (2016) wrote, that Post-Millennials are a culture of “get-it- when-you-want-it” (p.
28). That urgent instinct does affect learning because education has become less about
learning and more about “quickly finding the answer” (Seemiller & Grace, 2016, p. 174).
In addition, the line between the virtual world and actual reality continues to alter the way
in which people communicate within the Z Generation (Pletka, 2007). Communication
among most young adults today is immediate and is user driven (Brown, 2011). A person
decides whether to answer a text or email immediately or wait until later, and
communication is attempted while trying to focus on numerous tasks at once (Pletka,
2007). Davidson (2015) noted in her research that multitasking is a key part of the 21St
century student due to the dominant connection of the broadcasting flow of data from the
convergence of technology that people pay attention to constantly. Often the new mind
wants information in “short, disjoined, often overlapping bursts” (Carr, 2010, p. 6). PostMillennials often attempt to multi-task. Carr (2010) indicated that multi- tasking hinders
the ability to think with intuition, reflection, introspection, and comprehension. However,
research by psychologists suggests that multi-tasking is a myth, and that the notion that
one person can do multiple tasks well is not realistic (Napier, 2014). Though students
may think they can text and listen to a lecture at the same time, according to the research,
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the brain is actually deciding which task to undertake at a time (Napier, 2014). Their
attempt to multi-task makes the Post-Millennial often desire an instant source of
information, such as watching video, rather than spending time reading, not allowing
themselves enough time to reason through the information (Pletka, 2007). Technology
may be affecting intelligence due to the lack of reading, desiring word pictures rather
than the written or even spoken word and wanting instantaneous knowledge.
Millennials and Post-Millennials struggle with communicating with others beyond
the Internet and smart phones because that is all they have known. Well-developed social
skills are typically learned by oral interaction, such as interpreting non-verbal
communication, developing interpersonal skills, and the ability to problem-solve
(National Research Council, 2010). Post-Millennials communicate more and more via
social media, texts, emails, and chat rooms (National Research Council, 2010).
Technology has changed people’s habits of learning (Bowen, 2012). Good study habits
are essential to learning (Armstrong, 1995), but as Bowen (2012) stated, “higher
education’s competition is now a flat screen” (p. 4). However, removing technology from
the learner’s experience could be a disservice to students who are accustomed to using it
for almost every area of their life (Bowen, 2012). Technology is a part of the Generation
Z’s identity. Having been brought up with the Internet, technology is part of their
identity, and finding ways to incorporate it into the learning could have significant value
(Bowen, 2012).
The final issue of disengagement is Generation Z’s desire that education be
relevant to their future (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). Kember, Ho, and Hong (2008) stated
that in order to motivate students, one must establish relevance. If solely theoretical
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concepts are taught through lecture, it is likely that the Post-Millennial student will lose
motivation (Kember et al., 2008). It is then assumed that in order to initially motivate
students, content must be significant to their goals (Kember et al., 2008). To reach and
change a student, he or she must actively be involved with the content and the material
needs to be connected to that student’s personal goals. Curiosity builds intrigue and a
desire for further knowledge to understand the phenomenon. Teachers can build curiosity
into the material, allowing for that natural motivation to occur using fantasy and intrigue
(Driscoll, 2004). This can also occur if the professor can apply the knowledge to a bigger
idea that pertains to real life scenarios (Driscoll, 2004).
Young adult college students are often motivated by their quality of life and the
desire for a better life. According to Seemiller and Grace (2016), 79% of Generation Z
felt that practical experiences, that will help one get a job (i.e., internships or experience),
are a major factor in college education. Researchers have demonstrated that motivation
can easily be achieved within the classroom through true experience, current issues, local
examples, and theory to practice (Kember et al., 2008; Seemiller & Grace, 2016;
Williams, 2005). There is a rising thought process that institutions of higher education
need to coach students about how to function with the emerging challenges of the
workplace and educate students to be intentional learners who are empowered by the
practice of the required skills for their major (McCrindle, 2014; Pandit, 2015). As
Generation Z encounters their learning in purposeful ways, they are more likely to care
and view it as a meaningful experience worth undertaking (Beard & Wilson, 2006). It is
human nature that people enjoy things that are pertinent to their lives (Driscoll, 2004).
This is even more evident in the newest generation’s perception of education.
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Seemiller and Grace (2016) found that two-thirds of Generation Z believed that
college is intended to help them get a job by preparing them to work, and they also have
had high expectations of the institution they chose (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). The PostMillennials want to be part of the changing the world and wish to drive their own
education themselves (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). According to Pandit (2015), Generation
Z students often find homework useless and do not understand its purpose. If the
professors can change the students’ understanding of homework’s purpose, the students
are more likely to do homework in a timely manner. The problem is not that this
generation is lazy or does not want to learn; the problem is there needs to be a reason for
their experience in the classroom (McCrindle, 2014; Pandit, 2015). The need to find ways
to incorporate real-world situations into a holistic style of teaching may aid in preparing
the next generation not only to think critically, but to be more engaged with the content
(Shinn, 2014). According to Pandit (2015), students know they can access information on
the Internet at any point, so they see little reason to pay attention, memorize formulas, or
learn content scratched on a white board. Students may be more engaged and passionate
about the material if content is associated with students’ personal lives and interests, if
they are actively involved in the process, if they are able to work collaboratively, and if
attention is tied to developing the student more than earning a grade (Pletka, 2007).
Generation Z’s attitude toward authority is unique in that they have great respect
for their parents, but often expect casual relationships with those in authority (Pandit,
2015). This desire for a causal relationship may be a different expectation than the
professor-student relationship from when professors went through college themselves.
But research is demonstrating that Generation Z does better academically with this sort of
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relationship (Kuh, 2008). Collaboration allows students to think critically and
demonstrate mastery, while assisting the professor with an evaluation of their progress
(Williams, 2005). This concept of collaboration and building of relationships between
faculty and student has also been shown by (Kuh, 2008) to be effective. (Kuh, 2008)
found committed faculty who worked to build relationships with their students saw great
improvement in their students’ grades, explaining that, “meaningful interactions between
students and their teachers are essential to high-quality learning experiences” (p. 207).
Relationships that were built outside the classroom, and where a professor showed
concern for the student’s grades, produced respect and attention in the classroom.
Showing an interest in a student’s well-being and his or her success results also helped
with student engagement. Part of this was because a student was less likely to want to let
the professor down, and felt obliged to do well (Kuh, 2008). Relationships within the
classroom may be developed not only through collaboration, but also through the
instructor’s sharing of authentic stories and experiences since Generation Z want real life
experiences.
Finding ways to use technology, which is something they are comfortable with,
could benefit their learning while building community. Part of Generation Z’s identity is
found in the use of technology (Pandit, 2015). Using technology as an active learning
device for Generation Z may be necessary for their success and engagement (Davidson,
2015). The Post- Millennial Generation does not see technology as an arm of life, but as
the core and heartbeat of their existence (Davidson, 2015; Pandit, 2015). While
Generation Z was still in grade school, Anderson (2004) found that students expected
they would be taught by information found on the web using search engines and cell

121

phones. A study conducted at the Pew Research Center found that 75% of the 2,462
teachers surveyed felt that using technology in the classroom had a positive impact,
aiding in students’ research skills (Richtel, 2012). Davidson and The Post- Millennial
generation is used to instant access to information on the web, and therefore they have
little patience to learn over long periods of time (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). Appreciating
this short attention span and their respect for technology is imperative for student
engagement (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). Though cell phones are often discouraged in the
classroom, some instructors are creatively finding ways to incorporate them into their
lessons. Davidson (2015) shared additional ideas, such as social networking sites, wikis,
blogs, mobile applications, podcasting, and online discussions.
Educating any generation should be more than just about the content itself, but
also about the method in which they engage, learn and understand it. For Generation Z,
finding creative ways to incorporate technology, a medium they feel comfortable with,
might go a long way (Seemiller & Grace, 2016). But as professors who teach using active
learning methods may have learned, this is not enough and must strive to continually
improve applied learning techniques.
Relationship Between Prior Research and Present Study
The exploration of how sociological, psychological, and economics to persistence,
retention and degree attainment has occurred for decades. As mentioned, Tinto’s model
of Social and Academic Integration, Student Retention and Student Departure, and
Strauss and Howe’s Generational Theories have guided this study. But others have
different views about retention and completion. They contend that much of what we
already know about retention but there show how the attitudes and behaviors of students
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affect their decisions. They note that aside from the many social or psychological
concepts found within the topic, the variables within these concepts point to other
perspectives associated with student retention. This study looked at how Generation Z is
completing in comparison to Generation Y. It examined the variables that other
researchers have identified in the past such as demographic, academic, parental and
financial characteristics. Generations bring with them new challenges for higher
education as a result of the economy, technology and increase of diversity amongst our
students. Understanding our current generation’s expectations and needs is imperative if
we want to improve our retention and completion rates. More research in the secondary
and postsecondary settings is needed to empirically validate Howe and Strauss’
contention that college-age students are indeed changing in the ways hypothesized. Still,
as a dynamic entity, it is prudent to consider appropriate responses in educating this next
generation (Woodard, Love and Komives, 2000). To accomplish this requires a constant
reexamination of our assumptions and policies related to the goals and aspirations of this
generation and how we can effectively assist in successfully achieving them. This study
will assist with the examination of completion rates for Generation Z since there is a gap
in the research pertaining to this generation.
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CHAPTER 3
Method
Chapter 3 describes the method and research design that was used for this study
of Generation Z and Generation Y students attending two-year community college
institutions. It underscores the study’s attempt to better understand how a given set of
factors could directly or indirectly influence the decision to complete their degree. The
utilization of secondary analysis of quantitative data collected from Suburban
Community College and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) was used to
investigate the research questions previously outlined in chapter 1. The study aims to
contribute to past studies on retention as outlined in chapter 2. The researcher
investigated factors that may contribute to completion and sought to determine if there
are any significant differences between the generations being studied by analyzing
conclusions in subsequent chapters.
Hypothesis/Specific Research Questions
Research Questions
The following research questions and hypothesis guided this study:
1)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College?
Hypotheses 1
Ho – There is no significant difference between completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
2)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y program choice at Suburban Community College?
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Hypotheses 2
Ho – There are significant differences in program choice between Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
3)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics have on
completion rates at Suburban Community College?
Hypotheses 3
Ho – There are no significant differences in completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y between background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics at
Suburban Community College.
4)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year
Community Colleges?
Hypotheses 4
Ho – There are no significant differences between Generation Z to Generation Y
completion rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year Community
Colleges.
Research Design and Data Analysis
The researcher conducted a quantitative study by creating a panel dataset with the
use of data collected from Suburban Community College and the U.S. Department of
Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). The study was
conducted to determine if there is a relationship between background, financial, parental
and academic characteristics to completion rates between generations at Suburban
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Community College. Additionally, the researcher looked at demographic data for all firsttime full-time students who enrolled in two-year institutions in 2007 and 2015 nationally
and compare them to Suburban Community College completion rates.
For research questions one and two Descriptive statistics was used to determine
the characteristics of the sample who are attending community college. For data on both
Generation Z and Generation Y student subgroups, cross tabulation, and the statistical ttest was used to show if there is a significant difference between two or more factors
(generation and completion rate). A Chi-Square test for independence was used to
discover if there is a relationship between the two categorical variables, program choice
and completion rates.
For research question three a full-model multinomial logistic regression was used
and graduation rate was predicted by a combination of categorical and continuous
predictors to determine if there is a relationship between variables. Summary of data
cross tables were illustrated for each variable. Using a Multinomial Logistic Regression
Model, to determine the impact that generation has on associate degree completion using
SPSS software version 24. Multinomial Logit regression is a type of probabilistic
statistical classification model. It is also used as a classification method that generalizes
logistic regression to multiclass problems, used for predicting the outcome of a
categorical dependent variable (i.e., completion rate) based on one or more predictor
variables (features). Since the study used categorical variables, descriptive statistics were
also used to determine any relationship between categorical variables. Since the
dependent variable (completion rate) has more than two levels and there are more than
two independent variables, the multinomial logistic regression analysis was chosen. As a
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tool, it has the ability to coordinate relationships between independent factors that are
categorical in nature and define their relationships to the study’s dependent variable
(Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). Binary and/or dummy variables also indicate a student’s
membership into a specific group (i.e. age, sex, race/ethnicity, parental education, high
school GPA, program choice, etc.) For a completion study of this nature, age is a
continuous variable that needed to be segmented into different age groups because it is
not linear. You do not need to be of a certain age to be in your first year of study.
For research question four a summary of data tables to illustrate percentages of
completion rates at Suburban Community College in comparison to national completion
rates of the same cohorts were used.
The independent variables for the study are age, sex, race/ethnicity, parental
education, High School GPA, program choice and financial aid, categorized as
background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics. The dependent variable is
completion. The outcome factor or variable for this study is dichotomous in nature. The
outcome variable is indicative of generational cohorts consisting of Generation Y and
Generation Z students who completed their Associate degree. The variable for students
who graduated were coded as: Students who graduated 100% of normal completion time,
2 years, and will be coded as 2. Students who graduated 150% of normal completion
time, 3 years, and will be coded as 3. Students who graduated 200% of normal
completion time or more, 4 years or more, and will be coded as 4. Students who did not
graduate will be labeled as none and coded as 0. These outcome variables are a direct
derivative from the series of variables found in the four variables discussed. The four
independent variables used in this study are as follows:
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Background variables: This group included age, gender and race/ethnicity. Age
group for this study are 18-24. Age is a continuous variable. Therefore, age was coded as
1 = 18, 2 = 19, 3 = 20, 4 = 21, 5 = 22, 6 = 23, and 7 = 24, and categorized as 18 through
24. Sex is a categorical variable to depict as either male or female. Because sex is a
dichotomous variable it was coded as 1 = Male, and 2 = Female. Race/Ethnicity is a
categorical variable and was coded as 0 = Unknown, 1 = White, 2 = Black, 3 = Hispanic,
4 = Asian or Pacific Islander, and 5 = American Indian or Native Alaskan.
Parental Variable: The study looked at parental education as one of the
variables. The odds that a young person in the U.S. will be in higher education if his or
her parents do not have an upper secondary education are just 29% -- one of the lowest
levels among OECD countries (Pew Research Center, 2019). Parental education is
categorical and depicts the highest level of education either student’s parent has. If a
parent has a college degree it will be coded as 0 = Unknown, 1 = yes, and 2 = no.
Financial Variable: Type of financial aid is a continuous variable that is used to
indicate the type and amount of financial aid students receive to pay for their college
experience. For this study, it was measured by Pell eligibility and coded as financial aid 1
= yes and 2 = no. Using Pell as an indicator of a student’s socioeconomic status at the
time of college enrollment since Pell income guidelines are very low and given to
students with more financial need based on their household income.
Academic Variable: Academic variables included students High School GPA
entering college and their major selection. The High School GPA is continuous and
measures the student’s pre-entry performance in academics. High School GPA was coded
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as 1 = Low, 2 = Average, 3 = Hight and categorized as High GPA, more than 85,
Average GPA, 71-84, and Low GPA, 70 and less.
A student’s major is considered a categorical variable that is measured by the
academic programs offered by the institution. Academic programs were coded as 1 =
Business, 2 = Computer Information, 3 = Education, 4 = Engineering/Engineering
Technologies, 5 = English Language/Literature, 6 = Health Professions, 7 = Criminal
Justice/Homeland Security, 8 = Liberal Arts/Humanities, 9 = Mathematics, 10 = Physical
Sciences, 11 = Psychology, 12 = Social Sciences/History,
13 = Technical/Workforce Programs, 14 = Visual/Performing Arts.
The independent variables for this study were chosen because these factors have
been deemed to influence retention and completion rates of students. There may be
instances of high inter-correlation between them. This is a common problem call
multicollinearity. Multicollinearity occurs when a high number of predictable and or
independent variables in a study have high correlations between them that could possibly
influence or create unreliable outcome of the data. Figure 3.5 illustrates how the
independent variables affect the dependent variables used in this study.
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Figure 3.5 Independent and Dependent Variables in Study
Reliability and Validity of the Research Design
Logistic regression was considered to be the most effective method for analyzing
data for this study because the outcomes of its research question, completion rate, is
dichotomous in nature. According to Wright (1995), “the validity of a logistic regression
model is dependent upon meeting four basic criteria:
1.

The criterion variable must be dichotomous.

2.

The outcomes must be independent.

3.

The model must contain all relevant variables and no irrelevant variables, and

4.

The outcome categories must be mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive”

(p.220).
Isolating specific characteristics and/or factors that increase, decrease, influence,
or predict major outcomes of a study are the primary attributes of logistic regression. The
model used was evaluated by first using goodness-of-fit tests including the model chisquare test and Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness of fit test. These tests determine
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whether the model predicted the outcome well based on predicted probabilities. The
second step to ensure reliability is a classification table for the dependent variables. The
third step was a table of coefficients for variables in the model which is interpreted and
will provide several variable statistics that indicate variable contribution to the research
questions.
Sample and Participants
Participants included the target population consisting of Generation Z and
Generation Y students ages 18-24, who were first time, full time students, within a
community college located on Long Island, New York in 2007 and 2015. For the purpose
of this study, Generation Z students, as referred to as traditional students, are defined as
any student born between 1997-2012 and began college in 2015. Millennial students are
defined as any student born between 1981-1996 and began college in 1999. The stratified
random sample consisted of 100 students who are first-time full-time and began
community college in fall 2007, representing Generation Y, and 100 students who are
fist-time full-time and began college in fall 2015, representing Generation Z. The results
of completion rates were compared to The National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) Digest of Education Statistics for first-time, full-time student’s completion rates
for the 2007 and 2015 cohorts.
The independent variables for the study are age, sex, race/ethnicity, parental
education, High School GPA, program choice and financial aid, categorized as
background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics. Sex was defined as male or
female. Age was defined as students who are 18-24 years and first-time, full-time
students. Ethnicity/race was defined as categories. High School G.P.A. was defined as
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high, average or low. Financial aid was defined as Pell eligible or not Pell eligible.
Parental education was defined as whether each parent had a college degree. Program
choice was defined as categories. The dependent variable is completion rate. Completion
rates will include:
2 year – 100% normal graduation time
3 year – 150% of normal graduation time
4 year – 200 % of normal graduation time or more.
Normal graduation time for two-year Associate degrees is defined as 2-year completion.
IPEDS groupings of the control variables for this study were used.
Population
The population used in this study are first-time, full-time students between the
ages of 18-24 who began public two-year community college. The researcher examined
the target population and compared them to state demographics. The sample matches
demographics of the student population in the state of New York to ensure consistency.
Instruments
The purpose of this research study was to understand the expectations of
Generation Z and compare them to the prior generation, Generation Y, to determine if
there are any significant differences in their completion rates. A comparison to national
two-year public institutions for students who enrolled in 2007 and 2015 was also
analyzed. The archived data retrieved from Suburban Community College’s Office of
Institutional Advancement and The National Center for Education Statistics. There were
no instruments used in this study.
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A purposive, non-probability stratified sampling technique was used to examine
completion rates of Generation Z and Generation Y. The current study was conducted in
Suburban Community College, two-year public Higher Education institution. The current
population of the students (2018) is approximately 26,000, of which 4,674 are first-time,
full-time students, with reported demographics of: 55.1% White, 8.1% Black, 21.3%
Hispanic, 3.7% Asian Pacific, .4% American Indian, Non-resident alien .3%, Two or
more 2.0%, and 9% other/unknown (SCCC Fact Book, 2019). The ratio of faculty to
student is 25:1. The sample consists of archived data from Suburban Community College
and national data from National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) two-year
institutions who enrolled in 2007 and 2015 and who then graduated in two years, (100%
normal completion rate), three years, (150% normal completion rate) and four years or
more, (200% normal completion rate). The samples were separated into subgroups by
year enrolled, program choice, age, race/ethnicity, sex, parental education, financial aid
and High School GPA. The data from Suburban Community College was further broken
down to first-time, full-time enrolled students (Generation Y) in 2007, totaling 3,450, of
which a convenience sample of 100 students was used for analysis of completion rate.
Additionally, data from Suburban Community College first- time, full-time enrolled
students (Generation Z) in 2015, totaling 3,714, of which a convenience sample of 100
students was used for analysis of completion rate. The study investigated any relationship
between factors that may affect completion rates of Generation Z to Generation Y at
Suburban Community College and how they compared to national data.
For the comparison of completion rates between Generation Z and Generation Y,
data was obtained from Suburban Community College, a two-year public institution. For
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the comparison of Suburban Community College to national public two-year community
colleges data was obtained through Suburban Community College Office of Institutional
Advancement and IPEDS, NCES. The archived data was also retrieved from the National
Center for Education Statistics. The data from the National Center for Education
Statistics consists of degrees conferred by postsecondary institutions, by control of
institution and level of degree, data from graduation rate of Associate degree from
institutions by program data from graduation from institution type by race, ethnicity and
sex, and data from enrollment by control of institution and age of student.
Procedures or Intervention
For this study, there was no treatment or intervention. The purpose of this nonexperiment study was to examine the completion rates of Generation Z and Generation Y
at Suburban Community College for first time, full time students who enrolled in 2007
and 2015. Additionally, the researcher compared them to national data from NCES,
IPEDS on completion rates of two-year public community colleges during the same time
periods. The name of the institution was changed to Suburban Community College to
preserve autotomy of the institution.
Procedures for Collecting Data
Data was collected from Suburban Community College from the Office of
Institutional Advancement. The stratified random sample collected consisted of 100 from
each fall 2007 and fall 2015 of first-time, full-time students between the ages of 18-24.
The data included the variables needed for the study which are age, sex, race/ethnicity,
High School GPA, parent’s educational attainment, financial aid and program choice.
Data was also collected for the same students two and three years after their initial start
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semester to determine their completion rate. To compare the results of data from
Suburban Community College, data was obtained through IPEDS on all the public
community colleges in the United States including the academic years from 2009-2010 to
2017-2018. The range of years was chosen to include three years after the first-time, fulltime cohort entered the institutions, which occurred in 2007 and 2015, and provides the
most recent data available. Data collected included associate degree completion for each
community college. Additionally, race/ethnicity, sex, age, enrollment, degree of
urbanization, program of study, parent educational attainment and financial aid were
collected for use as control variables.
Research Ethics
The researcher obtained informed consent from Suburban Community College
and St. John’s University for the data referenced above. Students’ name and identification
numbers were removed and assigned project identification numbers before released to the
researcher. The identity of the institution was changed to Suburban Community College
to ensure autonomy of the institution.
Conclusion
Chapter 3 discussed the method and procedure that was utilized to study the
completion rates of Generation Z to Generation Y at a two-year community college and
compare them to national data. The data was acquired to track and investigate first-time,
full-time freshman students whose intent is to graduate with an Associate degree. The
chapter also identified the study’s participants, data collection, and methods of the
research.
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CHAPTER 4
Results
This chapter includes the results of the study. The sections begins with a brief
summary of completion rates and the research questions the study addresses. I then
provide the descriptive statistics for each independent variable in both Generation Z and
Generation cohorts at Suburban Community College. Next, I summarize the results for
independent variables separately: Age, sex, race/ethnicity, parental education, financial
eligibility, academic performance and program choice and show if they have a significant
or not a significant effect on completion rates. Lastly, I will compare the result of
Suburban Community College to national two-year public institutions. Researchers have
provided several strategies for improving completion rates based on many different
variables.
A purposive, non-probability stratified sampling technique was used to examine
completion rates of Generation Z and Generation Y. The sample consists of archived data
from Suburban Community College and national data from National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) two-year institutions who enrolled in 2007 and 2015 and
who then graduated in two years, (100% normal completion rate), three years, (150%
normal completion rate) and four years or more, (200% normal completion rate). The
samples were separated into subgroups by year enrolled, program choice, age,
race/ethnicity, sex, parental education, financial aid and High School GPA. The study
investigated any relationship between factors that may affect completion rates of
Generation Z to Generation Y at Suburban Community College and how they compared
to national data.
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Descriptive
Generation consisted of 200 students and were coded, 1=Gen Y and 2=Gen Z, based on
when they enrolled at Suburban Community College. 100 students who enrolled in 2007 who
were first-time, full-time students between the ages of 18-24 were Generation Y students. The
other 100 students who began at Suburban Community College in 2015 who were first-time, fulltime students between the ages of 18-24 were Generation Z students.

For the study, only students who were between the ages of 18-24 were chosen for
the sample to ensure they were part of either Generation Y or Generation Z based on year
of birth. The sample had more students older in the age group for Generation Y.
For the study sex was dichotomous and labeled as either male or female. The
sample for Generation Y, 2007, had 45% male and 55% female. The sample for
Generation Z, 2015, had 52% male and 48% female.
Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity consisted of the percentage of all students in the sample enrolled
for the fall semesters in 2007 and 2015, separated into six categories: White, Black,
Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Native Alaskan and Unknown.
The sample showed no significant differences in the categories.
Pell eligibility was determined for the students in the sample and used as a guide
to determine if the income variable any difference between the generations. The sample
showed that Generation Y had a higher number of students who were Pell eligible.
Mothers Education/Fathers Education
Parental education depicts if the students’ parents have a college degree. Fathers
and mothers educational attainment had was higher for Generation Z in the study’s
sample.
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High GPA was labeled as more than 85, Average GPA as 71-84, and Low GPA as
70 and less. The sample of Generation Z students showed higher high school GPA scores.
The beginning program represents the students initial choice when first enrolled at
the college. Program choices were separated into 14 categories as Business, Computer
Information, Education, Engineering/Engineering Technologies, English Language/
Literature, Health Professions, Criminal Justice/Homeland Security, Liberal Arts/
Humanities, Mathematics, Physical Sciences, Psychology, Social Sciences/History,
Technical/Workforce Programs, Visual/Performing Arts.
The degree program represents the program that the student earned their
Associate degree upon graduation. Program choices were separated into 14 categories as
Business, Computer Information, Education, Engineering/Engineering Technologies,
English Language/ Literature, Health Professions, Criminal Justice/Homeland Security,
Liberal Arts/ Humanities, Mathematics, Physical Sciences, Psychology, Social
Sciences/History, Technical/Workforce Programs, Visual/Performing Arts. All
descriptive variables are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive Statistics

Age

Sex
Race

Pell Eligible

Generation
Gen Y Gen Z

Total

71
18
8
3
45
55
7
66
3
21
3
0
14

86
8
5
1
52
48
17
65
1
12
4
1
26

157
26
13
4
97
103
24
131
4
33
7
1
40

86

74

160

Unknown
Yes
No
Unknown
Yes
No
Low
Average

60
11
29
57
12
31
4
58

25
33
42
36
28
36
0
21

85
44
71
93
40
67
4
79

High
Business
Computer Info.
Education
Engineering.
English/Literature.
Health Professions.
Homeland Sec./CJ
Liberal Arts/Hum.
Mathematics
Physical Sciences.
Psychology
Social Sciences
Technical/Workforce
Visual/Perform Arts.

38
8/9
0/0
7/7
0/0
2/1
4/7
8/9
61/56
0/0
2/0
2/2
2/2
2/2
4/5

79
12/17
4/3
4/4
3/2
1/2
4/4
8/8
45/40
1/1
3/2
3/5
1/0
4/4
8/8

117
20/26
4/3
11/11
3/2
3/3
8/11
16/17
106/96
1/1
5/2
5/7
3/2
6/6
12/13

100

100

200

18
19
20
21
Male
Female
Unknown
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific
American Indian/NA
Yes
No

Father College

Mother College

High School
GPA
Beginning/
Degree
Program

Total
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Hypothesis/Question 1
1)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College?
Ho – There is no significant difference between completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
For question one a chi-square test for independence was used to discover if there
was a relationship between two categorical variables, generation and completion rates.
Two of the three assumptions were met to ensure the validity of using the test. As shown
in Table 2, (X2 (1) = 136.30, p = .000), there is statistically significant difference between
the completion rates of Generation Y and Generation Z. The effect size for this finding,
Phi and Cramer’s V was high, .826. An independent T-test indicated that more
Generation Z (M = 2.0, SD = .69) students completed at 2 years and more Generation Y
(M = 3.3, SD = .22) students completed at 3 years. Specifically, the results suggest that
there was a significant difference, p = .000, between Generation Y and Generation Z at
the 2 and 3 year completion rate. Therefore, the null hypothesis has been rejected.
Table 2 Chi-Square Test Completion Rate and Generation
Chi-Square Test for Independence
Value
Pearson Chi-Square 136.300a
Likelihood Ratio
165.548
Linear-by-Linear 119.706
Association
N of Valid Cases
200
a.

df
2
2
1

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)
.000
.000
.000

0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 21.50.
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Table 3 shows the percentages of degree completion between Generation Y and
Generation Z at Suburban Community College. The percentage of degree completion for
Generation Y was 2.0% at two years, 9.0% at three years, 18.5% at four or more years,
and 20.5% did not complete. The percentage of degree completion for Generation Z was
15.0% at two years, 2.5% at three years, 14.0% at four or more years, and 18.5% did not
complete. A crosstabulation Chi-Square test was performed and there was a significant
difference between generations at the two year (p = .000) and three year (p = .030)
completion rates.
Table 3 Crosstabulation of Completion Rate and Generation
Completion Rate * Generation Crosstabulation
Generation Y

Generation Z

Difference

None

20.5

18.5

2.0

2 Years.

2.0

15.0

13.0*

3 Years

9.0

2.5

6.5*

4 or More Years

18.5

14.0

4.5

Note. * p < .05.

Hypothesis/Question 2
2)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y program choice at Suburban Community College?
Ho – There are significant differences in program choice between Generation Z to
Generation Y at Suburban Community College.
For question two a Chi-square test for independence was used to discover if there
was a relationship between two categorical variables, degree program choice and
completion rates. Two of the three assumptions were met to ensure the validity of using
the test. As shown in table 4, (X2 (1) = 19.80, p = .100). This tells us that there is no
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statistically significant difference (association) between the degree program of
Generation Y and Generation Z at Suburban Community College. The effect size for this
finding, Phi and Cramer’s V was high, .301.
In Table 4 Chi-square test was performed and, overall, the program choice for
both generations in the sample were Liberal Arts (49%), Business (13%), Criminal
Justice (8.5%), Visual/Performing Arts (6.5%), Education and Health Professions (5.5%),
Psychology (3.5%), Technical/Workforce (3%), Computer Information and English
(1.5%), Physical Science, Engineering, and Social Science (1%), and lastly, Mathematics
(0.5%) . Specifically, the results suggest that there was no significant difference, p = .100,
between Generation Y and Generation Z program choice. Therefore, the null hypothesis
is retained.
Table 4 Chi-Square Test Completion Rate and Degree Program
Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases

Value
19.801a
23.806
.355

Asymptotic
Significance
(2-sided)
.100
.033
.551

df
13
13
1

200

a. 16 cells (57.1%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected
count is .50.

Table 5 shows the percentages of degree program between Generation Y and
Generation Z at Suburban Community College. The percentage of degree program for
Generation Y was higher than Generation Z for education by 3%, health professions 3%,
homeland security/criminal justice by 1%, and liberal arts/humanities by 16%. The
percentage of degree program for Generation Z was higher than Generation Y for
business by 6%, computer information by 3%, engineering by 2%, English by 1%,
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mathematics by 1%, physical science by 2%, psychology by 3%, technical/workforce by
2% and visual arts by 3%. A visual for degree program between generations is shown in
figure 4.6. A crosstabulation Chi-Square test was performed and there was no significant
difference between generations degree program (p = .100).
Table 5 Crosstabulation of Completion Rate and Degree Program
Degree Program * Generation
Crosstabulation

Business
Computer Information
Education
Engineering/Engineering Technologies
English Language/Literature
Health Professions
Homeland Security/Criminal Justice
Liberal Arts/Humanities
Mathematics
Physical Sciences
Psychology
Social Sciences/History
Technical/Workforce Programs
Visual/Performing Arts

Gen Y
9
0
7
0
1
7
9
56
0
0
2
2
2
5

143

Gen Z
17
3
4
2
2
4
8
40
1
2
5
0
4
8

Difference
-6
-3
3
-2
-1
3
1
16
-1
-2
-3
2
-2
-3

Note. 1 = Business, 2 = Computer Information, 3 = Education, 4 = Engineering, 5 = English,
6 = Heath Professions, 7 = Homeland/Criminal Justice, 8 = Liberal Arts, 9 = Mathematics
10 = Physical Sciences, 11 = Psychology, 12 = Social Sciences, 13 = Technical/Workforce, 14 = Visual
Arts

Figure 4.6 Program Choices of Generation Y and Generation Z
Hypothesis/Question 3
3)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics have on
completion rates at Suburban Community College?
Ho – There are no significant differences in completion rates of Generation Z to
Generation Y between background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics at
Suburban Community College.
For question three a multinomial logistic regression analysis was performed to
investigate whether background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics could
significantly predict Generation Z and Generation Y’s completion rates at Suburban
Community Colleges and reveal any significant differences between the generations.
There were assumption tests that needed to be conducted prior to the statistical analysis.
The n quota was satisfied, there were 200 participants in the study. A scatterplot of
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demonstrated that there was a linear relationship between the independent and dependent
variables. There was no multicollinearity in the data with VIF scores below 10 (1.404,
1.407, 1.072, 1.119, 1.314, 1.232, 2.320, 2.078, 3.972) and tolerance scores above 0.2
(.712, .955, .933, .894, .761, .812, .431, .481, .252, .251). The value of the residuals ere
independent as the Durbin-Watson statistic was close to 2 (Durban-Watson = 1.880). The
variance of the residuals is constant. The values of the residuals as seen by the P-plot
demonstrated dots close to the diagonal line. There were no influential cases biasing the
model demonstrated by the Cook’s Distance values being less than 1.
Correlations
Correlation between all variables used in research question three are in Table 6.
Correlation analysis revealed some significant correlations among the variables.
Completion rate was significantly and positively correlated with generation, father’s
college, mother’s college, beginning program, and degree program. Furthermore,
completion rate was found to have a significant and negative correlation with the
percentage of students’ Pell eligibility. Generation was found to be significantly and
positively correlated with the student high school GPA, father’s college and mother’s
college, and found significantly and negatively correlated with age and Pell eligibility.
Age had no significant correlation with variables. Gender was found to be significantly
and positively correlated with high school GPA. Race was found to have significant and
negative correlation with Pell eligibility. High school GPA was found to have significant
and positive correlation with high school GPA, father’s college and mother’s college. Pell
eligibility was found to have significant and negative correlation with fathers’ college and
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mother’s college. Father’s college was found to have significant and positive correlation
to mothers’ college. Mother’s college had no significant correlation with variables.
Beginning program was found to have significant and positive correlation with degree
program.
Table 6 Correlation of Variables
Correlations of Variables

1
2
3
4

1
2
3
-.105* -.023 -.161* -.065 -.070 .059

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5
6

.061 -.111 .087 .072 -.068** .421*** -.071 .183**.017

7
8

-.126* -.150* -.004 -.035 -.203**-.056 -.006* .273*** -.096 -.020 -.077 .137* -.338*** --

9
10

.073* .147*
.094* -.009

-.047 .007 -.081 .145* -.229** .714*** --.043 -.013 .042 .036 -.116
.028
.027 --

11

.162* -.042

-.077 .026 -.037 .031* -.072

11

---

.052

.048 .859*** --

Note. 1 = Completion Rate, 2 = Generation, 3 = Age, 4 = Gender, 5 = Race, 6 = High School GPA, 7 = Pell
Eligible, 8 = Fathers College, 9 = Mothers College, 10 = Beginning Program,
11 = Degree Program.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

A hierarchical multinomial regression was run to determine how the variables of
generation, age, sex, race/ethnicity, high school GPA, Pell eligibility, fathers’ college,
mothers’ college, beginning program and degree program, predicted the percentage of
associate degree completion rates. As shown in Table 7, model 1, the moderation
included only sex, race/ethnicity, high school GPA, Pell eligible, and degree program as
variables to control for any redundancy and to control for generation. The variables
explained 5.3% of the variance in completion rate and was overall not statistically
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significant, R2 = .053, F (5, 199) = 2.15, p = .061, adjusted R2 = .028. The students sex (b
= .183, p = .320), race/ ethnicity (b = .052, p = .563), high school GPA (b = -.244, p =
.194), and Pell eligible (b = -.351, p = .130) were not statistically significant in predicting
completion rate. The variable that was statistically significant in predicting degree
completion was students’ degree program (b = .059, p = .027).
As shown in Table 7, model 2, after adding the remaining variables into a second
block of the regression, explained a 7.8% of the variance in completion rate and did not
lead to a significant change in R2 = .078, F (9, 190) = 1.79, p = .072, adjusted R2 = .030.
The students’ generation (b = -.160, p = .454), age (b = .022, p = .872), sex (b = .146, p
= .434), race (b = .057, p = .538), high school GPA (b = -.161, p = .406), Pell eligible (b
= -.439, p = .081), father college (b = -.177, p = .257), mother college (b = .207, p =
.161), and beginning program (b = -.082, p = .146) were not statistically significant in
predicating completion rate. The variable that was statistically significant in predicting
degree completion was students’ degree program (b = .123, p = .020). The unique
contribution of the variance in the dependent variable is sr2. = .026. A p-value below .05
would establish statistical significance. It is clear from the regression model that degree
program was a significant predicator for completion rate for both generations. Overall,
there was no significant differences between background, financial, academic, and
parental characteristics between Generation Y and Generation Z at Suburban Community
College, therefore, the null hypothesis will be retained.
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Table 7 Regression Model Summary
Regression Model Summary for Completion Ratea
Independent
Variable

b

SE

β

t

Sig.

Model 1
Sex

.183

.184

.071

.996

.320

Race

.052

.089

.041

.579

.563

High School GPA

-.224

.172

-.093

-1.302

.194

Pell Eligible

-.351

.231

-.109

-1.520

.130

Degree Program

.059

.026

.157

2.230

.027*

Generation

-.160

.214

-.062

-.750

.454

Age 18-24

.022

.135

.012

.161

.872

Sex

.146

.187

.057

.784

.434

Race

.057

.092

.046

.617

.538

High School GPA

-.161

.193

-.067

-.833

.406

Pell Eligible

-.439

.250

-.136

-1.757

.081

Father College

-.177

.156

-.121

-1.137

.257

Mother College

.207

.147

.142

1.408

.161

Beginning Program

-.082

.056

-.203

-1.462

.146

Degree Program

.123

.052

.327

2.344

.020*

Model 2

Note. N = 200; * p < .05.

Hypothesis/Question 4
4)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year
Community Colleges?
Ho – There are no significant differences between Generation Z to Generation Y
completion rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year Community
Colleges.
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For question 4 two tables were created with percentage comparison of full-time,
first-time students who enrolled in the Fall 2007 and Fall 2015 at Suburban Community
College and nationally at two-year public community colleges. The data was collected
from Suburban Community College’s Office of Institutional Advancement for the entire
college and from National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS), (2019). The 2007 cohort is representative of Generation
Y and the 2015 cohort is representative of Generation Z.
A comparison was done between Suburban Community College and National
two-year public Community Colleges to see if there were any significant differences.
Table 8 demonstrates the 2007 cohort percentages of first-time, full-time students at
Suburban Community College and National Two-Year Community Colleges. The total
population of this cohort showed a difference of .5% higher at National Two-Year Public
Community Colleges.
The demographics of the cohort showed that male population had a 7% higher
percentage at Suburban Community College. National Community College showed 7%
higher female population. The race/ethnicity showed that Suburban Community College
had an 11% higher population of white students than National Community Colleges.
National Community Colleges had a 7.9% higher population of black students, 4.2%
higher population of Hispanic students, 3.7% higher population of Asian Pacific students,
0.1% higher population of American Indian, 0.3% higher population of Non-Resident
Alien population and 0.5% higher population of Two or more races. The other/unknown
population was 6.0% higher at Suburban Community College. The degrees awarded
showed some differences between Suburban Community College and National
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Community Colleges. National Community Colleges had higher percentages for degrees
earned in Business 1.6%, Computer Information 2.8%, Engineering 3.9%, Health
Professions 13.2% and Social Sciences 0.5%. Suburban Community College had higher
percentages for degrees earned in Education 4.7%, English 0.4%, Criminal
Justice/Homeland Security 4.4%, Liberal Arts/ Humanities 27.2%, Mathematics 2.9%,
Physical Sciences 1.0%, Psychology 1.5%, Technical/Workforce 8.0%, and
Visual/Performing Arts 1.1%. Lastly, I compared the 3-year completion rate (150%)
between groups. Three year completion rate is inclusive of all degrees earned within 3
years. National Community Colleges had 0.6% higher rate of 3 year completion rates.
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Table 8 Graduation Rates for Generation Y Students
Percentage Comparison of 2007 First-Time, Full-Time SCCC and National 2-year public
Community College Demographics
National
TwoYear
SCCC and
Public
National
2007 Cohort (Generation Y)
SCC
CCC
Difference
15.5%
Total F/T, F/T 18-24 Enrolled
16.0%
-0.5%
Male
52.0%
45.0%
7.0%
Female
48.0%
55.0%
-7.0%
White
68.1%
57.1%
11.0%**
Black
7.2%
15.1%
-7.9%**
Hispanic
14.0%
18.2%
-4.2%
Asian Pacific
2.1%
5.8%
-3.7%
American Indian
0.3%
0.4%
-0.1%
Non-Resident Alien
0.4%
0.7%
-0.3%
Two or More
1.1%
1.6%
-0.5%
Other/Unknown
7.1%
1.1%
6.0%**
Degrees Awarded 2009/2010:
Business
11.5%
13.1%
-1.6%
Computer/Information Services
0.4%
3.2%
-2.8%
Education
6.4%
1.7%
4.7%**
Engineering/Engineering Technologies
0.4%
3.4%
-3.0%**
English Language/Literature
0.6%
0.2%
0.4%
Health Professions
4.2%
17.4%
-13.2%**
Homeland Security/Criminal
Justice/Fire
8.0%
3.6%
4.4%**
Liberal Arts and Sciences/Humanities
55.2%
28.0%
27.2%**
Mathematics
3.0%
0.1%
2.9%**
Physical Sciences
1.4%
0.4%
1.0%
Psychology
2.1%
0.6%
1.5%**
Social Sciences/History
0.5%
1.0%
-0.5%
Technical/Workforce Programs
10.1%
2.1%
8.0%**
Visual/Performing Arts
3.0%
1.9%
1.1%
2010 Total 150% Completion Rate-3
years*
20.9%
21.3%
-0.6%
*Completed a 2 year degree within 3 years. **p = < .05.
SOURCE: Suburban Community College, 2010 Fact Book. U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), Fall 2008 through Fall
2018, Completions component. (This table was prepared August 2019.)
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A comparison was done between Suburban Community College and National
two-year public Community Colleges to see if there were any significant differences.
Table 9 demonstrates the 2015 cohort percentages of first-time, full-time students at
Suburban Community College and National Two-Year Community Colleges. The total
population of this cohort showed a difference of 2.6% higher at National Two-Year
Public Community Colleges.
The demographics of the cohort showed the male population had an 8% higher
percentage at Suburban Community College. National Community College showed 8%
higher female population. The race/ethnicity showed that Suburban Community College
had a 5.3% higher population of white students and .3% higher in Hispanic students than
National Community Colleges. National Community Colleges had a 5.5% higher
population of black students, 3.2% higher population of Asian Pacific students, 0.1%
higher population of Non-Resident Alien population and 1.2% higher population of two
or more races. The other/unknown population was 4.5% higher at Suburban Community
College. National Community Colleges had higher percentages for degrees earned in
English 0.2%, Engineering 1.8%, Health Professions 15.5, Mathematics 0.2%, and Social
Sciences 1.2%. Suburban Community College had higher percentages for degrees earned
in Business 1.9%, Computer Information 1.0%, Education 1.5%, Criminal
Justice/Homeland Security 5.7%, Liberal Arts/ Humanities 11.4%, Physical Sciences
1.0%, Psychology 1.3%, Technical/Workforce 4.8%, and Visual/Performing Arts 1.1%.
Lastly, I compared the 3-year completion rate (150%) between groups. Three year
completion rate is inclusive of all degrees earned within 3 years. National Community
Colleges had 3.7% higher rate of 3 year completion rates.
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Table 9 Graduation Rates for Generation Z Students
Percentage Comparison of 2015 First-Time, Full-Time SCCC and national 2-year public
Community College Demographics
National TwoSCCC and
Year Public
National
2015 Cohort (Generation Z)
SCC
CCC
Difference
Total F/T, F/T 18-24 Enrolled
14.0%
16.6%
-2.6%
Male
55.0%
47.0%
8.0%
Female
45.0%
53.0%
-8.0%
White
55.4%
50.1%
5.3%
Black
8.5%
14.0%
- 5.5%**
Hispanic
24.5%
24.2%
0.3%
Asian Pacific
3.3%
6.1%
-3.2%
American Indian
0.3%
0.3%
0.0%
Non-Resident Alien
1.0%
1.1%
-0.1%
Two or More
2.0%
3.2%
-1.2%
Other/Unknown
5.5%
1.0%
4.5%**
Degrees Awarded 2017/2018:
Business
13.3%
11.4%
1.9%
Computer/Information Services
4.0%
3.0%
1.0%
Education
3.1%
1.6%
1.5%
Engineering/Engineering Technologies
1.4%
3.2%
-1.8%
English Language/Literature
0.1%
0.3%
-0.2%
Health Professions
2.1%
17.6%
-15.5%**
Homeland Security/Criminal
Justice/Fire
9.1%
3.4%
5.7%**
Liberal Arts and Sciences/Humanities
50.0%
38.6%
11.4%**
Mathematics
0.2%
0.4%
-0.2%
Physical Sciences
2.0%
1.0%
1.0%
Psychology
2.5%
1.2%
1.3%
Social Sciences/History
1.1%
2.3%
-1.2%
Technical/Workforce Programs
7.4%
2.6%
4.8%**
Visual/Performing Arts
3.0%
1.9%
1.1%
2018 Total 150% Completion Rate-3
years*
28.8%
25.1%
3.7%
*Completed a 2 year degree within 3 years. **p = < .05.
SOURCE: Suburban Community College, 2019 Fact Book. U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), Fall 2008 through Fall
2018, Completions component. (This table was prepared August 2019.)
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A comparison between Suburban Community College and National Community
Colleges variables was completed using crosstabulation tests. A Chi-Square test was run
for each variable and in Table 7, the 2007 cohort showed some significant differences, p
value <.05, between Suburban Community College in comparison to National
Community College data. Specifically, there were significant relationships between the
white, black, other/unknown, education, education, engineering, health, homeland
security/criminal justice, liberal arts/humanities, mathematics, psychology and
technical/workforce program variables. A Chi-Square test was run for each variable and
in Table 8, the 2015 cohort showed some significant differences, p value <.05, between
Suburban Community College in comparison to National Community College data.
Specifically, there were significant relationships between the black, other/unknown,
health, homeland security/criminal justice, liberal arts/humanities, and
technical/workforce program variables.
Overall, the comparison between Generation Y and Generation Z at Suburban
Community College and National Community Colleges showed that Generation Z had a
higher percentages of diversity, degree program in business, computer information,
engineering, homeland security/criminal justice, physical sciences, psychology, and
social sciences, and completion rates up to 3 years. While Generation Y showed higher
percentages in degree program in education, English, health professions, liberal
arts/humanities, mathematic, and technical/workforce. Females had higher enrollment
percentages than males for National Community Colleges, whereas Suburban
Community College showed higher male than female enrollment. Completion rates for
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2015, at 150% completion, for Generation Z are at 28% and 25% nationally. For 2007,
Generation Y completion rates are 21% and 21% nationally.
Although there was higher percentages of Generation Z students completing at 3 years,
there were no significant difference between Suburban Community College and National
Community College three year completion rates, therefore, the null hypothesis was
retained.
Conclusion
Through the use of a quantitative, Ex Post Facto research study, a hierarchical
logistic regression was applied to compare the completion rates of Generation Z and
Generation Y at Suburban Community College and compared them to two-year
Community Colleges nationally. Overall, the results of the analysis revealed that
demographic, academic, financial, and parental variables resulted in no statistically
significant difference in associate degree completion rate.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion
The following chapter presents a reintroduction of the topic as well as a summary
of the major findings. Also, this chapter contains the findings related to the literature
including unanticipated findings. Furthermore, this chapter contains conclusions
including implications for action and recommendation for further research. Finally, this
chapter gives concluding remarks regarding the study.
The mission of community colleges has included for some time giving students
open access through low tuition (Vaughan, 2006). One measure of community college
success is graduation rate which reflects a student’s completion of a degree program.
President Obama challenged all higher education institutions to increase graduation rates
by 50% as of 2020 (Obama, 2009). The purpose of this quantitative, Ex Post Facto
research study was to compare the performance of Generation Z and Generation Y in
relation to their college experience as seen by their completion rates at Suburban
Community College and compare them to two-year Community Colleges nationally.
Although completion rates at higher education institutions have been studied extensively,
there is very little on how Generation Z is fairing and what variables are affecting their
completion rates. Studies on Generation Z are still in their infancy.
The following research questions guided this study:
1)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College?
2)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y program choice at Suburban Community College?
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3)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y background, financial, academic, and parental characteristics have on
completion rates at Suburban Community College?
4)

To what extent is there a significant difference between Generation Z to

Generation Y completion rates at Suburban Community College and national two-year
Community Colleges?
Interpretation of Results
The study concluded that there was a difference between completion rates of
Generation Y and Generation Z. It also found that degree program did not have
significant differences between the generations although there were some small
differences. The study also determined that the four variables, background, academic,
financial and parental, did not have a significant effect on completion rate. It did,
however, show some differences between the generations. The exploration of how
sociological, psychological, and economics to persistence, retention and degree
attainment has occurred for decades. As mentioned, Tinto’s model of Social and
Academic Integration, Student Retention and Student Departure (1993), and Strauss and
Howe’s (2003) Generational Theories have guided this study. This study supports
differences associated with generations and how it affects their completion rates at higher
education institutions. The study also supports Tinto’s theory that background, academic,
financial and parental variables can influence to what extent the variables will affect
retention and completion rates.
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Relationship to Prior Research
This study finds that the examination of completion rate has many variables. The
variables used in the study were just a portion of variables that one needs to examine in
order to completely understand the reasons for completion rates. For this study, I found
that completion rate showed significant differences between the generations with a higher
number of Generation Z students graduating in 2 years and a higher number of
Generation Y students graduating in 3 years. This aligns with Seemiller and Grace (2016)
research which said that Generation Z was frugal and concerned about their return on
investment with regards to higher education. Generation Z students grew up during a time
of recessions and worry about finances. Generation Y students did not show as much of
an urgency to graduate in two years which can be linked to their lack of concern for
financial loss. They grew up in an economy where their parents did well financially. The
longer they remain in college the more time and money it cost them. There was no
significant difference between the generations at the four or more years and between the
students who did not complete.
My study indicates that sex, race/ethnicity, nor age related to students completion
rates. Although, research indicated that gender, ethnicity, and age related to students’
academic performance, academic integration and students satisfaction. Background
variables influenced student satisfaction but do not influence completion rates. Students’
satisfaction is linked in Tinto’s model of departure to student retention (1993). Tinto
(1993) posits that academic integration, social integration and academic performance all
had positive influences on student satisfaction. Sex, age, and ethnicity also had no impact
on student retention, while academic integration, academic performance, and student
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satisfaction all influenced student retention (1993). My study showed that generation,
high school GPA, father’s college, mother’s college, beginning program and degree
program had a positive correlation to completion rates. These variables align with
academic performance and social integration. Academic integration is affected by high
school GPA and beginning program choices. Social integration can be influenced by
parental education, and program choice.
This study looked at how Generation Z is completing in comparison to Generation
Y. It examined the variables that other researchers have identified in the past such as
background, academic, parental and financial characteristics. Although there were no
significant differences between the generations, there were some noteworthy differences
between the generation program choices and completion rates. These choices can be link
to Seemiller and Grace (2016) description of generational characteristics. Generation Y
showed higher degree program choice in Education Health Professions, Homeland
Security/Criminal Justice, and Liberal Arts/Humanities. These choices correspond with
Generation Y characteristics. For example, Homeland Security/Criminal Justice and
education can be linked to their structured, rule following characteristic and health
professions and liberal arts can be linked to their desire for high paying careers since
most have to go on for a bachelor’s degree in these fields which will result in higher
paying jobs. Generation Z showed higher degree program choice in Business, Computer
Information, Engineering, English, Mathematics, Physical Sciences, Psychology,
Technical/Workforce programs, and Visual Arts. These choices correspond with
Generation Z characteristics of wanting entrepreneurial, self-directed (Business and
English), hands on learning (technical/workforce, Engineering and Visual Arts), wanting
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to make a difference in society (Physical Sciences), being tech savvy (Computer
Information and Mathematics), and open-minded (Psychology).
Generations bring with them new challenges for higher education as a result of
the economy, technology and increase of diversity amongst our students. Understanding
our current generation’s expectations and needs is imperative if we want to improve our
retention and completion rates. As aligned with Coomes & DeBard (2004) study on
generational approach, understanding students gives a generational perspective to
educators. They found that by exploring factors which shape a generation’s peer
personality and discerning identifying characteristics of that personality, educators can
develop more effective policies and practices. Strauss and Howe developed their theory
by examining the big picture of historical and cultural events that shape generations.
However, the big picture seldom contains images of marginalized groups. According to
Strauss and Howe (2003), each generation has its own biography, a biography that tells
the story of how the personality of the generation is shaped and how that personality
subsequently shapes other generations. Effective practitioners must have a firm grasp of
theoretical and conceptual models for understanding students as individuals and as
members of a group. The researchers suggest that one should not study generations in
order to predict the transferal of normative behaviors from one generation to another.
Rather, once a generations themes are established, predictions about what motivates
action through appealing to the goals, engendering the hopes, and appreciating the fears
of a particular generation. Like measures of central tendency, a generational approach
may illuminate the characteristics of the group, but it also obscures the idiographic
characteristics of the individual. Interesting to note that in my study generation was
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approaching significance and the generations characteristics can be linked to academic
and parental characteristics.
Pell Grants assist low-income undergraduate students who are attending one of
approximately 5,400 participating postsecondary institutions across the United States.
Although Pell Grant eligibility was not significant in predicting the likelihood of
completion rate in my study. The direct effect of the Pell Grant as it relates to retention
and completion rates is an area in which additional research is needed. Although minimal
research has been conducted on this topic, institutional personnel are beginning to
understand that there is a need to determine whether increased amounts of financial
support increase retention rates among students who attend higher education institutions
in the United States.
My study looked at the parental education level and it showed a positive
correlation to completion rates. If a student’s parents had college level education it would
increase the likelihood of a student’s completion. Generation Z showed higher parental
education percentages but not significantly different from Generation Y. Parental
influence varies between Generation Y and Generation Z according to Seemiller & Grace
(2016) who stated “Although helicopter parent has been around for decades, it was not
until Generation Y came to college that the term became mainstream” (p.194). These
parents were often highly involved in decision making for their students, even sometimes
in lieu of the students themselves (2016). They would do for their students rather than
guide them. Generation Z brings with it a different role for parents: co-pilot. Generation
Z students value family input in their decisions and see their parents as their primary role
models. Generation Z parents are highly influential in the college experience but will
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guide them not do for them. As stated earlier, Generation Z parents teach their children to
be independent, hardworking, and self-sufficient. My study showed a positive correlation
between parental education and student’s completion. It also showed that Generation Y’s
mother’s college was less than Generation Z’s. This can be attributed to the fact that the
economy was not doing well during this time so more mothers returned to school. This
aligns with current research on college going behavior in the United. States. Statistics on
whether a young person in the U.S. will be in higher education if his or her parents do not
have an upper secondary education are just 29% -- one of the lowest levels among OECD
countries (Pew Research Center, 2019). Parents are a gateway to ideas about possible
choices to make and paths to follow and the student’s social network provides access to
experience, knowledge and ideas that may inform their choice.
My study supports a positive association between beginning program and degree
completion. Considering the community college perspective, encouraging students to
make early decisions about their field of interest is often considered a necessity in order
to determine whether their academic track should be a vocational or transfer curriculum.
Astin (1993) confirmed the importance of career counseling when he noted that the
primary purpose that students attend college is to prepare for a career, but they need
professional assistance. In addition, the practice of combining career counseling with
academic advising can serve to increase the level of student satisfaction, thereby also
increasing retention (Noel & Levitz, 1995).
The effect and timing of choosing a major can have important implications on
student persistence. My study showed a positive correlation between beginning program
and degree program on completion rates. Leppel’s (2001), research indicated that
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differences in persistence evolved from a student’s level of goal- commitment, interest in
a subject, the effect of social-forces, and their own self-image. She cited lack of
commitment to their education as the rationale for attrition. Wyckoff’s (1999) retention
research confirmed the importance of commitment as a reason for persistence when he
found “...student commitment to education and career goals is perhaps the strongest
factor associated with persistence to degree completion” (as cited in Cuseo, 2005, p.1).
Overall, the comparison between Generation Y and Generation Z at Suburban
Community College to National Community Colleges revealed the same differences that
I found in my sample in regard to program choices which can be associated with
generational characteristics. Although, there was higher percentages of Generation Z
students completing at 3 years, there were no significant difference between Suburban
Community College and National Community College three year completion rates. There
was significant differences between Suburban Community College and National
Community Colleges’ race/ethnicity. Specifically, between white and black population.
National Community Colleges had higher black population and lower white population
than Suburban Community College. This can be associated with Suburban Community
College’s overall state demographics.
This study supports previous research conducted and is also represented in many
of the student development theories. It can be deduced that the hypotheses developed
concerning any significant differences between generations are measurable. Furthermore,
it can be deduced that the hypothesis concerning any significant differences between
generations are measurables. Although there was no overall significant relationship
between background, academic, financial and parental variables, there were noteworthy
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differences between generations. My study indicated that some noteworthy significant
differences were seen between generations with regard to completion rates and program
choices.
Limitations of the Study
There are several limitations to this study. One of the main limitations is
generalizability. No technical colleges, private, or four-year institutions were included in
this study. I recommend expanding the study to include other institutions and compare
completion rates to national Community Colleges completion rates. Another internal
threat is selection. The sample used for the study was confined to a small stratified
sample size. It is recommended that a larger sample using qualitative and quantitative
measures to ensure validity of findings and to generalize the findings to the whole
population. Lastly, since there is limited information on Generation Z because they began
entering higher education in 2015, future studies will be necessary.
Recommendations for Future Research
Further studies are necessary to capture this cohort of students. Expanding the
study to include other institutions would give a holistic view of retention and completion.
Also, a qualitative method for data collection from students and faculty would be
beneficial to explore any disparities in quantitative data collected and also enable the
inclusion of student and faculty perspectives to gain higher understanding of this
generation’s expectations and goals. Future research should incorporate a wide array of
variables in terms of sociodemographic, psychosocial and institutional variables
incorporating qualitative and mixed method approaches with input from students and
faculty
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Future studies on student persistence at two-year colleges (community and forprofit) need to expand the variables that are affecting completion rates. The factors used
to complete this study are applicable to most two-year institutions because they can easily
be modified to the cultures and subcultures of the diverse student body they serve.
Additional research is needed that will examine additional factors, and uniquely apply
them to each diverse student group found on two-year college campuses. Additional
research is needed on career exploration beginning at the secondary education level.
Recommendations for Future Practice
Community Colleges are complex bureaucratic institutions that tend to produce
slow changes. They have many constituents that they need to be accountable to, including
State and Federal agencies. Making changes can be an arduous task. To make changes,
institutions need to examine additional research in order to make informed decisions. As
stated in the literature review, data on community colleges did not take hold until the
1990’s. Traditionally, the community colleges “open access” policy has been an
affordable point of access for Americans who are interested in postsecondary education.
With increasing demands for public institutions to be held accountable and demonstrate
their success through retention and completion rates, the researcher recommends that
campus administrators revisit the mission of the community college and work to create an
environment that is student centered with the goal of retaining more students. The
mission of the community college is “access for all” but need improvements in regard to
having a more student centered approach.
As a result of my study I would recommend that institutions look at the
characteristics of the students to make informed changes to the development of new
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programs, marketing and communication, and supporting students in their decision
making process. Exposure to career choices should begin at the secondary education level
to facilitate goal oriented choices for students. Motivation tends to be higher when
students have set goals. Colleges should assess the expectations and goals of their
current students and align them with programs and learning opportunities that are in line
with their needs. In addition, the institution of study should increase research on the
expectations and characteristics of our current generation of students and gather
additional information. Students who initially enroll in a specific program based on their
career goals resulted in higher completion rates. I recommend that institutions incorporate
career guidance at the onset of student’s enrolment to increase a student’s motivation to
complete rather than encourage students to enroll in Liberal Arts and General Studies.
Generation Z enhanced concern about finances motivates them to complete their program
in a timely fashion resulting in lower levels of financial debt. The lack of understanding
of this generation’s expectations and goals will undoubtably affect institutions enrollment
and completion rates in a negative way.
Conclusion
Improving retention and completion rates is a challenge for many institutions of
higher education. For community colleges, the obstacles are especially significant given
the diversity of backgrounds and academic experiences an open-access institution
encompasses. Many variables affect completion rates. This study explored the
background, academic, financial, and parental variables that may affect student
completion and also if there were any significant differences between Generation Y and
Generation Z.
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First and foremost is the recognition our students’ backgrounds, beliefs, goals and
expectations. Once we have this knowledge, then aligning higher education processes and
programs are critical. While this study explores and explains many of the generational
characteristics to consider, these differences are much broader than any researcher could
study within a Community College. The findings are not an indication that this
Community College is appropriately responsive to the unique needs of students when
considering a generations characteristics; instead it broadens the conversation of how we
think about this generation. The study concludes that at this institution, there were no
overall significant differences between completion rate and demographic background,
academic, financial, parental variables between generations. The study finds a significant
association between generations degree program choice and completion rate. Although
the researcher understands that generation is to be used broadly and each individual is
unique, the common shared experiences help us to understand some of their
characteristics. The findings in this research vary from national data on this population.
Nationally, there were significant differences between generations’ diversity, sex, and
program choice. Considering the institution’s characteristics in depth may help to explain
the discrepancy and offer student-centered and generation appropriate responses to
improve retention. Once a generations themes are established, predictions about what
motivates action through appealing to the goals, engendering the hopes, and expectations
of a particular generation can emerge. Conducting a study, after additional research on
this generation is collected, would likely give a better understanding of what causes
students of this generation to become engaged and ultimately complete their degree.

167

Appendix A: IRB Human Subject Exempt Approval Memo

Federal Wide Assurance: FWA00009066
Mar 25, 2020 3:00 PM EDT
PI: Theresa Saladino
CO-PI: Ceceilia Parnther
Dept: Ed Admin & Instruc Leadership, Dept of Curric and Instruction
Re: Initial - IRB-FY2020-462 The Impact of Generational Differences Between Generation Z to Generation Y
on Community College Degree Completion: A Comparative Analysis
Dear Theresa Saladino:
The St John's University Institutional Review Board has rendered the decision below for The Impact of
Generational Differences Between Generation Z to Generation Y on Community College Degree
Completion: A Comparative Analysis.
Decision: Exempt
PLEASE NOTE: If you have collected any data prior to this approval date, the data must be discarded.
Selected Category: Category 4. Secondary research for which consent is not required: Secondary research
uses of identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens, if at least one of the following criteria is
met:
(i) The identifiable private information or identifiable biospecimens are publicly available;
(ii) Information, which may include information about biospecimens, is recorded by the investigator in
such a manner that the identity of the human subjects cannot readily be ascertained directly or through
identifiers linked to the subjects, the investigator does not contact the subjects, and the investigator will not
re-identify subjects;
(iii) The research involves only information collection and analysis involving the investigator’s use of
identifiable health information when that use is regulated under 45 CFR parts 160 and 164, subparts A and
E, for the purposes of “health care operations” or “research” as those terms are defined at 45 CFR 164.501
or for “public health activities and purposes” as described under 45 CFR 164.512(b); or
(iv) The research is conducted by, or on behalf of, a Federal department or agency using governmentgenerated or government-collected information obtained for nonresearch activities, if the research generates
identifiable private information that is or will be maintained on information technology that is subject to and in
compliance with section 208(b) of the E-Government Act of 2002, 44 U.S.C. 3501 note, if all of the
identifiable private information collected, used, or generated as part of the activity will be maintained in
systems of records subject to the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. 552a, and, if applicable, the information
used in the research was collected subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.

Sincerely,
Raymond DiGiuseppe, PhD, ABPP
Chair, Institutional Review Board
Professor of Psychology
Marie Nitopi, Ed.D.
IRB Coordinato

168

References
Altstadt, D. (2012). Tying funding to community college outcomes: Models, tools, and
recommendations for states. Jobs for the Future. Boston, MA.
Adelman, C. (1999). Answers in the toolbox: Academic intensity, attendance patterns,
and bachelor's degree attainment. Office of Education Research and
improvements. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
Adelman, C. (2006). The toolbox revisited: Paths to degree completion from high school
through college. U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC.
Allen, D. (1999). Desire to finish college: An empirical link between motivation and
persistence. Research in Higher Education. 40(4), 461-485.
Anderman, E. M. & Wolters, C. A. (2006). Goals, Values, and affect: Influences on
student motivation. In Alexander, P.A. & Winnie, P.H. (Eds.). Handbook of
Educational Psychology (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Anderson, E. (1997). Academic advising for student success and retention. Iowa City, IA:
Noel-Levitz.
Anderson, J. (2004). Educating generation zzz... Phi Kappa Phi Forum. 84(4), 59-60.
Retrieved from https://www.questia.com/read/1P3-750867761/educatinggeneration-zzz.
Arcidiacono, P., Hotz, J.V., Songman, K. (2012). Modeling college major choices using
elicited measures of expectations and counterfactuals. Journal of Econometrics.
1(66), 3-16.
Armstrong, W. H. (1995). Study is hard work. (2nd ed.) Jaffrey, NH: Godine Publisher.

169

Arum, R., & Roksa, J. (2011, January 18). Are undergraduates actually learning
anything? The Chronicle of Higher Education. Retrieved from
http://chronicle.com/article/Are-Undergraduates-Actually/125979/.
Aspinwall, L., & Taylor, S. (1992). Modeling cognitive adaptation: A longitudinal
investigation of the impact of individual differences and coping on college
adjustment and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.
63(6), 989-1003.
Astin, A.W. & Panos, R.J. (1968). Attrition Among College Students. American
Educational Research Journal. 1, 57-72.
Astin, A. W. (1977). Four critical years. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Astin, A.W. (1985). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education.
Journal of College Student Personnel. 25, 297-308.
Astin, A. W. (1985). Achieving academic excellence. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Astin, A.W. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Astin, A.W. (1997). How “good” is your institution’s retention rate? Research in Higher
Education. 38(6), 647-658.
Baker, R., Bettinger, E., Jacob, B., Marinescu, I. (2018). The effect of labor market
information on Community College students’ major choice. Economics of
Education Review. 65, 18-30.
Bailey, T., Calcagno, J., Jenkins, D, Leinbach, T., & Kienzl, G. (2006). Is student-rightto-know all you should know? An analysis of community college graduation

170

rates. Research in Higher Education. 47(5), 491-519.
Baker, S. R. (2004). Intrinsic, extrinsic and amotivational orientations: Their role in
University adjustment, stress, well-being and subsequent academic performance.
Current Psychology. 23(3), 189-202.
Baldwin, S., & Berkeljon, A. (2010). Quasi-experimental design. In N. J. Salkind (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of Research Design (pp. 1172-1176). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.
Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Bandura, A. (1994). Self-efficacy. In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Encyclopedia of psychology
(2nd ed.) 3, 368-269. New York, NY: Wiley.
Bastedo, M. N., Altbach, P. G., & Gumport, P. J. (2016). American higher education in
the 21st century: Social, political, and economic challenges. Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University Press.
Baum, S., Kurose, C., & McPherson, M. (2013). An overview of American Higher
Education. The Future of Children. 23(1), 17-39.
Bean, J. (1980). Dropouts and Turnover: The Synthesis and Test of a Causal Model of
Student Attrition. Research in Higher Education. 12(2), 155-87.
Bean, J. & Eaton, S. B. (2000). A psychological model of college student retention. In
J.M. Braxton (Ed.), Reworking the departure puzzle: New theory and research on
college student retention. Nashville: University of Vanderbilt Press.
Bean, J. & Eaton, S. B. (2001). The psychology underlying successful retention practices.
Journal of College Student Retention. 3(1), 73-89.
Beard, C., & Wilson, J. P. (2006). Experiential learning: A best practice handbook for
educators and trainers. London, UK: Kogan Page.
171

Belfield, C, & Crosta, P. (2012). Predicting success in college: The importance of
placement tests and high school transcripts. Retrieved from
http://academiccommons.columbia.edu/catalog/ac:146486.
Berger, J. B., & Lyon, S. C. (2005). Past to present: A historical look at retention. In A.
Seidman (Ed.), College student retention: Formula for student success (pp. 1-30).
Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers.
Bers, T., Schuetz, P. (2014). Nearbies: A missing piece of the college completion
conundrum. Community College Review. 42(3), 167-183.
Bonet, G., Walters, B. (2016). High impact practices: Student engagement and retention.
College Student Journal. 50(2), 224-235.
Bong, M. (2001). Role of self-efficacy and task-value in predicting college students'
course performance and future enrollment intentions. Contemporary Educational
Psychology. 26(4), 553-70.
Bourdieu, P. (1986) The forms of capital. In J. Richardson (Ed.) Handbook of theory and
research for the sociology of education. (pp. 241-258). New York, NY:
Greenwood.
Bourdieu, P. (1973). Cultural reproduction and social reproduction. In R. Brown (Ed.),
Knowledge, education and cultural change (pp. 487-510). London: Tavistock.
Bourdieu, P. (1977). Outline of a theory of practice. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge
University Press.
Bowen, J.A. (2012). Teaching naked: How moving technology out of your college
classroom will improve student learning. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Boyd, D. (2014). It’s complicated: The social lives of networked teens. New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press.
172

Bradbury, N. A. (2016). Attention span during lectures: 8 seconds, 10 minutes, or more?
Advances in Physiology Education. 40(4), 509-513. https://doi.org/:
10.1152/advan.00109.2016.
Braxton, J. M., & Hirschy, A. S. (2005). Theoretical developments in the study of college
student departure. In A. Seidman (Ed.), College Student Retention: formula for
student success. Westport, CT: American Council on Education/Praeger.
Braxton, J.M. (2002). Reworking the Student Departure Puzzle, ‘Generation Z’ is
entrepreneurial, wants to chart its own future. Vanderbilt University Press. (2014,
November 18). Retrieved from www.news.northeastern.edu/2014.
Brock, T. (2010). Young adults and higher education: Barriers and breakthroughs to
success. The Future of Children. 20(1), 109-132. DOI: 10.1353/foc.0.0040.
Brooman, S., & Darnwet, S. (2014). Measuring the beginning: A quantitative study of
the transition to higher education. Studies in Higher Education. 39(9), 1523–154.
Brotheim, H. (2014). Introducing Generation Z. American Jails. 28(5), 15-16, 19-20.
Retrieved from http://connection.ebscohost.com/c/articles/99979241/introducinggeneration-z.
Brown, D. (2002). The role of work and cultural values in occupational choice,
satisfaction, and success: A theoretical statement. Journal of Counseling &
Development. 80, 48-56.
Brown, J. S. (2011). Innovation expert John Seely Brown on new ways of learning in a
rapidly-changing world. YouTube [Video File]. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/ watch?v=bGdpbba1i9c.

173

Bruinsma, M. (2004). Motivation, Cognitive Processing and Achievement in Higher
Education. Learning and Instruction. 14(6), 549-568.
Bruner, J. (1971). The Relevance of Education. Scranton, PA: W.W. Norton and
Company.
Calcagno, J. C., Bailey, T., Jenkins, D., Kienzl, G., & Leinbach, T. (2008). Community
college student success: What institutional characteristics make a difference?
Economics of Education Review. 27(6), 632-645. DOI:
10.1016/j.econedurev.2007.07.003.
Campbell, D. M. (2013). From one brain to another: What we’ve learned about learning.
Training Industry Quarterly, 6(2), 35-37. Retrieved from
http://www.nxtbook.com/ nxtbooks/trainingindustry/tiq_ 2013spring/ index.
php.?startid=35#/36.
Carr, N. (2010). The shallows: What the internet is doing to our brains. New York, NY:
W.W. Norton Company.
Chickering, A. (1969). Education and identity. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Chickering, A.W., & Reisser, L. (1993). Education and Identity. Second edition. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Chun, C., Dudoit, K., Fujihara, S., Gerschenson, M. Kennedy, A., Koanui, B., Ogata, V.,
& Sterarns, J. (2016). Teaching generation z at the University of Hawaii. The
IAFOR International Conference on Education – Hawaii 2017. Retrieved from
http://papers.iafor.org/wp-content/uploads/Conference proceedings/IICE/IICE
Hawaii2017_proceedings.pdf.
Clandinin, J., & Connelly, M. (2000). Narrative inquiry. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

174

Codrington, C. (2008). Detailed introduction to generational theory. Tomorrow Today.
Retrieved from http://www.tomorrowtoday .uk.com/articles/pdf/ Tomorrow
Today_detailedintro_to_Generations.pdf.
Cohen, A. M., Brawer, F. B., & Kisker, C. B. (2013). The American community college.
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Collett, S. (2013). The road to completion. Community College Journal. V83, N5, p4045.
Collins, W. (2011). Authentic engagement for promoting a college-going culture. Journal
of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement. 15(4), 101-117.
Community College Research Center (2014). Performance funding: Impacts, obstacles,
and unintended outcomes. Policy Brief. New York, NY: Community College
Research Center. (2012). Retrieved from http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/media/k2/
attachments/predicting-success-placement-tests-t

ranscripts.pdf.

Complete College America. (2017). Common college completion metrics technical guide.
Retrieved from: https://completecollege.org/wp-content/upload/2017/08/2017
MetricsTechnicalGuide.pdf.
Coomes, M.D., & DeBard, R, (2004). A generational approach to understanding students.
New Directions for Student Services. Wiley Periodicals, Inc. 106.
Conefrey, T., Technology in college classroom: Crises and opportunity. Educational
Technology. 56(4), 37-40.
Creswell, J. W. (Ed.). (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
methods approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

175

Cuseo, J. (2001, October). The transfer transition. Pre-conference workshop presented at
the Eighth National Conference on Students in Transition. Oak Brook, Illinois.
Cuseo, J. (2005). Decided, undecided, and in transition: Implications for academic
advisement, career counseling, and student retention. Improving the first year of
college: Research and practice. (pp. 27-48).
Curwood, J. S. (2017). Wired up: Tuned out. Scholastic News. Retrieved from
http://www.scholastic.com /browse/article.jsp?id=3752302.
Davidson, J. C. (2015). Precollege factors and leading indicators: Increasing transfer and
degree completion in a community and technical college system.
Community College Journal of Research & Practice. 39(11), 1007-1021. DOI:
10.1080/10668926.2014.919619.
Demetriou, C., & Schmitz-Sciborski, A. (2011). Integration, motivation, strengths and
optimism: Retention theories past, present and future. Proceedings of the 7th
National Symposium on Student Retention, Charleston (pp. 300-312). Norman,
OK. The University of Oklahoma.
DesJardins, S.L., Ahlburg, D.A., & McCall, B.P. (2006). The effects of interrupted
enrollment on graduation from college: Racial, income, and ability differences.
Economics of Education Review. DOI: 10.1016/j.econedurev.2005.06.002.
DeWitz, S. J., Woolsey, M. L. & Walsh, W. B. (2009). College student retention: An
exploration of the relationship between self-efficacy and purpose in life among
college students. Journal of College Student Development. 50(1), 19-34.

176

Dietrich, J., Kracke, B., & Nurmi, J.E. (2011). Parents’ role in adolescents’ decision on a
college major: A weekly diary study. Journal of Vocational Behavior. 79, 134144.
Dimock, M. (2019). Defining generations: Where Millennials end and Generation Z
begins. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from https://www.pewresearch.org/facttank/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/.
Dougherty, K. J., & Hong, E. (2006). Performance accountability as imperfect panacea:
The community college experience. In T. Bailey & V. S. Morest (Eds.),
Defending the community college equity agenda (pp. 51-86). Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University Press.
Doyle, T. (2011). Learner-centered teaching: Putting the research on learning into
practice. Sterling, VA: Stylus Publishing.
Driscoll, M. (2004). Psychology of learning for instruction (3rd ed.). New York, NY:
Pearson.
Durkheim, E. (1951). Suicide: A study of sociology (J. Spaulding & G. Simpson, Trans.).
Glencoe, IL: The Free Press.
Educase. (2015). The digitally native generation Z is going to college: Are you ready?
(2015, October 29). Retrieved from www.educase.edu.
Eeman, C. (2007). Talkin' about your generation. Retrieved from
http://blogs.wordalchemy.net/generations/.
Elam, C., Stratton, T., & Gibson, D.B. (2007). Welcoming a new generation to college:
The Millennial Students. Journal of College Admissions. 195(2007), 20-25.

177

Eli, S. & Bowen, A. (2002). College students’ perceptions of student-instructor
relationships. Ethics and Behavior. 12(2), 177-190.
Emeto, T.I., Akoshah-Twumasi, P., Lindsay, D., Tsey, K., & Malau-Aduli, B.S. (2016).
A systematic review of factors that influence youth’s career choices-the role of
choices. Frontiers in Education. 3(58), 1-15. DOI: 10.3389feduc.2018.00058.
Flashman, J. (2013). A cohort perspective on gender gaps in college attendance and
completion. Research of Higher Education. DOI: 10.1007/s11162-013-9285-8.
Frederick, P. (2010). The lively lecture—8 variations. College Teaching. 34(2), 43-50.
http://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.1986.9926766.
Friedman, B., & Mandel, R. (2010). The prediction of college student academic
performance and retention: Application of expectancy and goal setting theories.
Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice. 11(2), 227246.
Friedman, T. (2007). The world is flat 3.0: A brief history of the twenty-first century. New
York, NY: Picador Reading Group.
Fry, R. (2019). U.S. still has a way to go in meeting Obamas goal of producing more
college grads. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/01/18/u-s-still-has-a-ways-to-go-inmeeting-obamas-goal-of-producing-more-college-grads/ft_17-01- 09_
obamaeducation2/.
Gallagher, K.S., & Hossler, D. (1987). Graduation rates in higher education programs:
What enrollment trends show. The Review of Higher Education. 10(4), 369-372.

178

Gándara, D., & Rutherford, A. (2018). Mitigating unintended impacts? The effects of
premiums for underserved populations in performance funding policies for higher
education. Research in Higher Education. 59, 681-703.
Gaston-Gales, J., & Ampaw, F. (2014). The impact of college experiences on degree
completion in STEM fields at four-year institutions: Does gender matter? The
Journal of Higher Education. 85(4), 439-468.
Germeijs, V., Luyclx, K., Notelaers, G., Goossens, L., & Verschueren, K. (2012).
Choosing a major in higher education: Profiles of students’ decision-making
process. Contemporary Educational Psychology. 37, 229-239.
Goldin, C., & Katz, L. (1999). The shaping of higher education: The formative years in
the United States, 1890 to 1940. Journal of Economic Perspectives. 13(1), 37-62.
Hamrick, F.A., Schuh, J.H., & Shelley, M.C. (2004). Predicting higher education
Graduation rates from institutional characteristics and resource allocation.
Education Policy analysis archive. 12, 19.
Habley, W. R. (Ed.). (2004). The status of academic advising: Findings from the ACT
sixth national survey (Monograph No. 10). Manhattan, KS: National Academic
Advising Association.
Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Tauer, J. M., Carter, S. M., & Elliot, A. J. (2000).
Short-term and long-term consequences of achievement goals: Predicting interest
and performance over time. Journal of educational psychology. 92(2), 316.
Hariadi, B., Dewiyani, S., & Sudarmaningtyas, P. (2016). Development of web-based
learning application for generation. International Journal of Evaluation and

179

Research in Education. 5(1), 60-68. Retrieved from http://iaesjournal.com /online/
index.php/IJERE.
Hart Research Associates. (2013). It takes more than a major: Employer priorities for
college learning and student success. Liberal Education. 99, 2. Retrieved from
https://www.aacu.org/publications-research/periodicals/it-takes-more-majoremployer-priorities-college-learning.
Hassel, S., & Ridout, N. (2018). An investigation of first-year students’ and lecturers’
expectations of university education. Frontiers in Psychology. DOI:
10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02218.
Heider, F. (1958). The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. New York: Wiley.
Hillman, N. W., Tandberg, D. A., & Fryar, A. H. (2015). Evaluating the impacts of
“new” performance funding in higher education. Educational Evaluation and
Policy Analysis. 37(4), 501–519. DOI: 10.3102/0162373714560224.
Hillman, N. W., Tandberg, D. A., & Gross, J. P. K. (2014). Performance funding in
higher education: Do financial incentives impact college completions? Journal of
Higher Education. 85(6), 826-857. doi: 10.108000221546.2014.11777349.
Holmegaard, H.T., Ulriksen, L.M., & Madsen, L.M. (2014). The process of choosing
what to study: A longitudinal study of upper secondary students’ identity work
when choosing higher education. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research.
58(1), 21-40.
Horn, A.S., & Giljae, L. (2016). The reliability and validity of using regression residuals
to measure institutional effectiveness in promoting degree completion. Research
in Higher Education. DOI: 10.1007/s11162-015-9394-7.

180

Horn, L., & Berger, R. (2004). College Persistence on the Rise? Changes in 5-year
Degree Completion and Postsecondary Persistence Rates between 1999-2000.
Washington National Center for Education Statistics. Institute of Education
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
Hosmer, D. & Lemeshow, S. (2000). Applied Logistic Regression (2nd ed.). New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Hossler, D. (1984). Enrollment management: An integrated approach. New York:
College Entrance Examination Board.
Hunsaker, T., & Thomas, D.E. (2013). Graduation rates and the higher education
demographic evolution. Journal of Learning in Higher Education. 9(2), 29-33.
Hsieh, T. (2014). Motivation matters? The relationship among different types of learning
motivation, engagement behaviors and learning outcomes of undergraduate
students in Taiwan. Higher Education, 68(3), 417-433. Retrieved from
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-014-9720-6.
Ishitani, T. T., & Snider, K.G., (2006, May). Longitudinal Effects of College Preparation
Programs on College Retention. Paper presented at the 44th Annual Forum of the
Association for Institutional Research, Boston, MA.
Leppel, K. (2001). The impact of major in college persistence among freshmen. Higher
Education, 41(3), 327-342.
Lewallen, W.C. (1993). The impact of being “undecided” on college student persistence.
Journal of College Student Development, 34, 103-112.
Liu, R., & Liu, E. (2000). Institutional integration: An analysis of Tinto’s theory.
Retrieved from https://eric.ed.gov/contentdelivery/serviet/

181

ERICServlet?accno=ED445629.
Johnson, S.R., & Stage, F.K. (2018). Academic engagement and student success: Do
high-impact practices mean higher graduation rates? The Journal of Higher
Education. 89, N5, 753-781.
Jones, R. P., Cox, D., & Banchoff, T. (2012). A generation in transition: Religion, values,
and politics among college-age Millennials: Findings from the 2012 millennial
values survey. Washington, D.C.: Public Religion Research Institute and
Georgetown University’s Berkley Center for Religion.
Jones-White, D., Radcliffe, P.M., Huesman, R.L., & Kellogg, J.P. (2010). Redefining
student success: Applying different multinomial regression techniques for the
study of student graduation across institutions of higher education. Research in
Higher Education. DOI: 10.1007/s11162-009-9149-4.
Kadar, R. S. (2001). A counseling liaison model of academic advising. Journal of
College Counseling. 4(2), 174-78.
Kaur, S. & Mathur, A. (2015). Dimensions of innovations in education. Mohan Garden,
New Delhi: New Delhi Publishers.
Keels, C. L. (2004). Keeping students afloat: Noel-Levitz awards recognize retention
programs that generate results. Black Issues in Higher Education. 21(18), 32.
Kelderman, E. (2012). To raise completion rates, states dig deeper for data. The
Chronicle of Higher Education. 58(27).
Kember, D., Ho, A., & Hong, C. (2008). The importance of establishing relevance in
motivating student learning. Active Learning in Higher Education, 9(3), 249-263.
DOI: org/10.1177/1469787408095849.

182

Kimbark, K., Peters, M., & Richardson, T. (2017). Effectiveness of the student success
course on persistence, retention, academic achievement, and student engagement.
Community College Journal of Research and Practice. 41(2), 124-138.
Kolb, D. A. (1984). Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and
development (Ed. 1). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Kolb, D. A. (2013). Kolb Learning Style Inventory (3.2 ed.) Boston, MA: Hay Group
Transforming Learning.
Komarraju, M., Musulkin, S., & Bhattacharya, G. (2010). Role of student-faculty
interactions in developing college students' academic self-concept, motivation,
and achievement. Journal of College Student Development. 51(3), 332-342.
Kuh, G. (2008). High-impact educational practices: What they are, who has access to
them, and why they matter. Washington DC: American Association of Colleges
and Universities.
Kuh, G. D., Cruce, T. M., Shoup, R., Kinzie, J., & Gonyea, R. M. (2008). Unmasking the
effects of student engagement on first-year college grades and persistence. The
Journal of Higher Education, 79(5), 540-563.
Lancaster, L.C., & Stillman, D. (2002). When Generations collide. Who they are. Why
they clash. How to solve the Generation puzzle at work. New York: Harper
Business.
Lehr, C. A. (2004). Increasing school completion: Learning from research-based
practices that work. National Center on Secondary Education and Transition,
University of Minnesota.

183

Lent, R.W., Ireland, G.W., Penn, L.T., Morris, T.R., & Sappington, R. (2017). Sources of
self-efficacy and outcome expectations for career exploration and decisionmaking: A test of the social cognitive model of career self-management. Journal
of Vocational Behavior. 99, 107-117. DOI: 10.1016jvb2017.01.002.
Lichtenberger, E., & Dietrich, C. (2017). The community college penalty? Examining the
bachelor’s completion rates of community college transfer students as a function
of time. Community College Review. 45(1), 3-32.
Lin, Y., & McKeachie, W. (1999). College Student Intrinsic and/or Extrinsic Motivation
and Learning. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
Linderman, D., & Kolenovic, Z. (2013). Moving the completion needle at Community
Colleges: CUNY’s Accelerated study in associate programs (ASAP). The
Magazine of Higher Learning. 45(5), 43-50.
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting and task performance.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Maloney, K. (2015). Engaging Millennials, Planning for Gen Z. [Blog post.]. Retrieved
from https://www.insidehighered.com/blogs/call-action-marketing-andcommunications-higher-education/engaging-millennials-planning-gen-z.
Mannheim, K. (1928/1952). Essays sociology knowledge, 5, 276. New York, NY:
Routledge.
Marias, J. (1970). Generations: A Historical Method. Mobile, AL: University of
Alabama, H. C. Riley.
Marsh, H.W. & Shavelson, R. J. (1985). Self-concept: Its multifaceted, hierarchical
structure. Educational Psychology. 20(3), 107–123.

184

Maslow, A. H. (2013). A theory of Human Motivation. Seaside, OR: Rough Draft
Printing. (Original work published in 1948).
McCrindle, M. (2014). The ABC of XYZ: Understanding the global generations. NSW,
Australia: McCrindle Research Pty. Ltd.
McDonough, P. M., & Fann, A. J. (2007). The study of inequality. In P. J. Gumport
(Ed.), Sociology of Higher Education: Contributions and their contexts (pp. 5393). Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press.
McKinsey & Company. (2013, May). Voice of the graduate. Retrieved from
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/social-sector/our-insights/voice-of-thegraduate.
Medina, J. (2009). Brain rules: 12 principles for surviving and thriving at work, home,
and school. Seattle, WA: Pear Press.
Merriam, S. B., & Caffarella, R. S. (2006). Learning in adulthood: A comprehensive
guide (3rd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Miller, K.C., (2015). Predicting Student Retention at Community Colleges. Retrieved
from www.noellevitz.com/Benchmark.
Mohr, K.A., & Mohr, E. (2017). Understanding generation z students to promote a
contemporary learning environment. Journal on Empowering Teaching
Excellence. 1(1), 9.
Montana, P.J., & Petit, F. (2008). Motivating generation x and y on the job and preparing
z. Global Journal of Business Research. 2(2).
Moore, C., & Shulock, N. (2009). Institute for Higher Education learning and policy
report. Institute for Higher Education Leadership & Policy. Sacramento, CA.

185

Morgan, S.L., Gelbgiser, D., & Weeden, K.A. (2013). Feeding the pipeline: Gender,
occupational plans, and college major selection. Social Science Research. 42,
989-1005.
Napier, N. (2014). The myth of multitasking: Think you can multitask well? Think again.
[Blog post]. Retrieved from https://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/creativitywithout-borders/201405/the-myth-multitasking.
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). (2016). The role of community colleges
in Postsecondary success. Retrieved from https://nscresearchcenter.org.
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). (2017). Undergraduate Retention and
Graduate Rates. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_ctr.asp.
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). (2019). Fast Facts. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe.
National Research Council (U.S.). (2016). Assessing 21st century skills: Summary of a
workshop. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.
National Student Clearinghouse Research Center. (2017). Current term enrollment
estimates, Spring 2017. (23, 2017). Retrieved from www.nscresearch.org.
National Student Clearing Research Center. (NSCRC). (2018). Signature Report
Completing College: Six-year completion outcomes. Retrieved from
https://nscresearch

center.org/signaturereport12-supplement/.

Nes, L., Evans, D., & Segerstrom, S. (2009). Optimism and college retention: Mediation
by motivation, performance, and adjustment. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology. 39(8),

1887-1912.

186

Noel, L. & Levitz, R. (1995). New strategies for difficult times. Recruitment & Retention
in Higher Education. 9(7), 4-7.
Noel-Levitz (2008). Retention Codifications Student Success, Retention, and Graduation:
Definitions, Theories, Practices, Patterns, and Trends.
Noel-Levitz. (2011). Student Retention Practices at Four-Year and Two-Year Institutions.
targeting financial aid for improved retention outcomes: The potential impact of
redistributing state gift aid on student retention among Pell Grant recipients in
Louisiana’s statewide and regional universities.
Noel-Levitz (2015). Predicting Student Retention at Community Colleges.
Northeastern, (2014). ‘Generation Z’ is entrepreneurial, wants to chart its own future.
Retrieved from www.news.northeastern.edu/2014.
O’Connor, W. (2016). Generation Z: How this generation is different from Millennials
(what parents need to know). Seattle, WA: Amazon Digital Services.
Pandit, V. (2015). We are Generation Z: How identity, attitudes, and perspectives are
shaping our future. Dallas, TX: Brown Books Publishing Group.
Paris, C.R., (2016). Generations in flux: How Gen Z will continue to transform higher
education space. Society for College and University Planning Journal. 44(4).
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P.T. (2005). How College Affects Students. Volume 2, A
Third Decade of Research. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
PellGrantEligibility.net. (2015). A brief Pell Grant History. Retrieved from
http://pellgranteligibility.net/pell-grant-history/.
Peterson, C. (2000). The future of optimism. American Psychologist. 55(1), 44-55.Pletka,

187

B. (2007). Educating the net generation: How to engage students in the 21st
century. Santa Monica, CA: Santa Monica Press.
Prensky, M. (2001). Digital game-based learning. Columbus, OH: McGrawHill.
Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants, part II: Do they really think
differently? Retrieved from https://www.marcprensky.com/ writing/
Prensky%20%20Digital%20Natives,%20Digital%20Immigrants%20%20Part2.pdf.
Prensky, M. (2005). “Engage me or enrage me”: What today’s learner demands.
EDUCAUSE Review, 40(5), 60-65. Retrieved from https://er.educause.edu/
articles/2005/1/engage-me-or-enrage-me-what-todays- learners-demand.
Pew Research Center. (2013) Teens, social media, and privacy. Retrieved from
http://pewinternet.org/2013/05/21/teens-social-media-and-privacy-3/.
Pew Research Organization. (2017). Millennials overtake Baby Boomers as America’s
largest generation. Retrieved from http://www.pewresearch.org/2016.
Pew Research Organization. (2018). Early Benchmarks show ‘Post-Millennials’ on track
to be most diverse, best educated generation yet. Retrieved from
http://www.pewresearch.org/2018.
Pew Research Organization. (2019). Defining generations: Where Millennials end and
Generation Z begins. Retrieved from https://pewrsr.ch/2szqtJz.
Puspanathan, C.A., Ramendran, C. Muthurajan, P., & Sing, N.B. (2017). Perceptions of
Generation Y undergraduate students on career choices and employment
leadership: A study on private higher education institutions in Selangor.
Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Sciences. 5(3), 48-58.

188

Ramachandiran, M., & Dhanapal, S. (2018). Academic stress among university students:
A quantitative study of generation y and z’s perceptions. Journal of Social
Sciences & Humanities. 26(3), 2115-2138.
Retention Study Group. (2004). Promoting success for Carolina's undergraduates:
Factors related to retention and graduation. University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill: Enrollment Policy Advisory Committee.
Reynolds, P., Gross, J., Millard, B., & Pattengale, J. (2010). Using longitudinal mixedmethods research to look at undeclared students. New Directions for Institutional
Research. DOI:10:1002/ir.372.
Reynolds, J.R., & Kirkpatrick-Johnson, M. (2011). Change in stratification of educational
expectations and their realization. Social Forces. 90(1), 85-110.
Richtel, M. (2012). Technology changing how students learn, teachers say. New York
Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/01/education/
technology-is-changing-how-students-learn-teachers-say.html?
Richel, C.M. (2010). Growing up digital, wired for distraction. New York Times.
Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/21/technolgy/21brain.html.
Rickes, P.C. (2016). Generations in flux. How Gen Z will continue to transform higher
Education space. Planning for Higher Education Journal. 44(4), 21-45.
Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of
reinforcement. Psychological Monographs. 80(1), 609.
Rubin, P.G., & Hearn, J.C. (2018). The policy filtering process: Understanding
distinctive state responses to the national college completion agenda in the United
States. Education Policy Analysis Archives. 26(60).

189

Salinitri, G. (2005). The effects of formal mentoring on the retention rates for first-year,
low achieving students. Canadian Journal of Education. 28(4), 853-873.
Sameano, P. (2010). Predictors of long-term enrollment and degree outcomes for
community college students: Integrating academic, psychosocial, sociodemographic, and situational factors. The Journal of Higher Education. 81(6),
680-706.
Schein, E. H. (2010). Organizational culture and leadership (4th ed.). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.
Scheier, M., & Carver, C. (1992). Effects of optimism on psychological and physical
well-being: Theoretical overview and empirical update. Cognitive Therapy and
Research. 16(2), 201-228.
Schunk, D.H. & Zimmerman, B.J. (2006). Competence and control beliefs:
Distinguishing the means and ends. In Alexamder, P.A. & Winnie, P.H. (Eds.).
Handbook of Educational Psychology (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
Schwieger, D., & Ladwig, C. (2018). Reaching and retaining the next generation:
Adapting to the expectations of gen z in the classroom. Information Systems
Education Journal. 16(3), 45-54.
Seemiller, C., & Grace, M. (2016). Generation Z goes to college. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey- Bass.
Seemiller, C., & Grace, M. (2017). Generation z: Educating and engaging the next
generation of students. American College Personnel Association and Wiley
Periodicals, Inc. DOI: 10.1002/abc.21293.
190

Selingo, J. J. (2013). College (un)bound: The future of higher education and what it
means for students. New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin.
Sessa, V.I., Kabacoff, R.I., Deal, J., & Brown, H. (2007). Generational differences in
leader values and leadership behaviors. The Psychologist-Manager Journal.
10(1), 47-74.
Shinn, L. D. (2014). Liberal education vs. professional education: The false choice.
Trusteeship Magazine. Association of Governing Boards. Retrieved from
http://agb.org/trusteeship/ 2014/1/liberal-education-vs-professional-educationfalse-choice.
Shushok, F. r., & Hulme, E. (2006). What's Right with You: Helping Students Find and
Use Their Personal Strengths. About Campus. 11(4), 2-8.
Singh, A. (2014). Challenges and issues of generation z. Journal of Business and
Management. 16(7), 59-63.
Sorrentino, D. (2007). The SEEK Mentoring Program: An Application of the GoalSetting Theory. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory &
Practice. 8(2), 241-250.
Spady, W. G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: An interdisciplinary review and
synthesis. Interchange. 1(1), 64-85.
Spady, W. (1971). Dropouts from higher education: Toward an empirical model.
Interchange, 2, (3), 38–62.
Spears, J., Zobac, S.R., Spillane, A., & Thomas, S. (2015). Marketing learning
communities to generation z: The importance of face-to-face interaction in a
digitally driven world. Learning Communities: Research and Practice. 3(1).

191

St. John’s University (2019). Mission Statement. Retrieved from
https://www.stjohns.edu/about/ history-and-facts/our-mission.
Strang, T. (2014). Technology in the classroom: A distraction or asset? [Blog post].
Retrieved from https://blog.cengage.com/technology-classroom-distraction-asset/.
Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991). Generations: The history of America’s future, 15842069. New York, NY: William Morrow.
Strauss, W., Howe, N. (1997). The Fourth Turning: An American Prophecy - What the
Cycles of History Tell Us About America's Next Rendezvous with Destiny. New
York: Broadway Books.
Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (2003). Millennials Go to College: Strategies for a New
Generation on Campus: Recruiting and Admissions, Campus Life, and the
Classroom. American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Office.
Life Course Associates: Washington, D.C.
Striplin, J. J. (1999, June). Facilitating transfer for first-generation community college
students. Digest. ERIC Clearinghouse for Community Colleges, University of
California at Los Angeles. Los Angeles, CA.
Suffolk County Community College. (2018). Fact Book: Office of Planning and
Institutional Effectiveness. Retrieved from https://www.sunysuffolk.edu/aboutsuffolk/office-of-planning-and-institutional-effectiveness/factbook2018final.pdf.
Swail, W. S. (2004). The art of student retention: A Handbook for Practitioners and
Administrators. Austin, TX: Educational Policy Institute.
Thayer, P. B. (2000). Retention of students from first generation and low-income
backgrounds. Opportunity Outlook. 5, 2-9.

192

The College Board. (2017). Trends in college pricing. Washington, DC: Author College
Board.
Thelin, J. R. (2004). A history of American higher education. Baltimore, MD: John
Hopkins University Press.
Tinto, V. (1975). Dropouts from higher education: A theoretical synthesis of recent
literature. Review of Educational Research. 45, 89-125.
Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition.
(2nd ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Tinto, V. (1999). Taking retention seriously: Rethinking the first year of college.
NACADA Journal, 19(2), 5-9.
Tinto, V. (2000). Linking learning and leaving: Exploring the role of the college
classroom in student departure. In J. M. Braxton (Ed.), Reworking the Student
Departure Puzzle (pp. 81-94). Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University Press.
Tinto, V. (2004). Student retention and graduation: Facing the truth, living with the
consequences. Washington, D.C.: The Pell Institute.
Tinto, V. (2007). Research and practice of student retention: What next? Journal of
College Student Retention. 8(1), 1-19.
Twenge, J. M. (2014). Generation me – revised and updated: Why today’s young
Americans are more confident, assertive, and entitled—and more miserable than
ever before. New York, NY: Atria, Simon & Schuster, Inc.
U.S. Census Bureau. (2015). Millennials outnumber baby boomers and are far more
diverse, census bureau reports. Retrieved from www.census.gov/
newsroom/pressrelease/2015.

193

U.S. Census Bureau. 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates. (2017).
ACS demographic and housing estimates. Retrieved from
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtm.
U.S. Department of Education. (2006). A test of leadership: Charting the future of U.S.
Higher Education. Washington, DC.
U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. (2018). The
condition of education 2018 (No. NCES 2018-144). Washington, DC.
U.S. Department of Education. (2015). Pell Grant. Retrieved from
https://www.2ed.gov/print/programs/fpg/index.html.
VandeWeghe, R. (2009). Engaged learning. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin, A Sage
Company.
Vaughn, G. B. (2006). The Community College Story (3rd ed.). Washington DC:
American Association of Community Colleges.
Veerle, G., Luyckx, K., Notelaers, G., Goossens, L., & Verschueren, K. (2012). Choosing
a major in higher education: Profiles of students’ decision-making process.
Contemporary Educational Psychology. 37, 229-239.
Vroom, V.C. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: John Wiley Sons.
Walters, E. (2004). Enhancing student learning and retention through the merger of the
academic and student affairs unit: The Olivet plan. Journal of College Student
Retention. 5(1), 23-36.
Ward, H. (2007). Using their brains in science: Ideas for children. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications.
Weiner, B. (1979). A theory of motivation for some classroom experiences. Journal of

194

Educational Psychology. 71(1), 3-25.
Weiner, B. (1990). History of motivational research in education. Journal of Educational
Psychology. 82(4), 616-622.
Weiner, B. (2000). Intrapersonal and interpersonal theories of motivation from an
attributional perspective. Educational Psychology Review. 12(1), 1-14.
White, J. W. (2005). Sociolinguistic challenges to minority collegiate success: Entering
the discourse community of the college. Journal of College Student Retention:
Research, Theory & Practice. 6(4), 369-393.
Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (2000). Expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation.
Contemporary Educational Psychology. 25, 68-81.
Williams, A. (2015). Move over Millennials, here comes Generation Z. The New York
Times. Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/20/fashion/move-overmillennials-here-comes-generation-z.html.
Williams, Z. B. (2005). The educational confluence of andragogy and professional
development: Maximizing adult learning-a systems perspective. (Dissertation).
Los Angeles, CA: University of Southern California Rossier School of Education.
Witteveen, D., & Attewell, P. (2017). The college completion puzzle: A hidden
markov model approach. Research of Higher Education. DOI: 10.1007/s11162016-9430-2.
Woodard, D.B., Love, P., & Komives, S.R. (2000). Students of the new millennium. In
Leadership and Management Issue for a New Century. San Francisco: Jossey
Bass, 92, 35-47.

195

Workman, J.L. (2015). Parental influence on exploratory students’ college choice, major,
and career decision making. College Student Journal. 49(1), 23-30.
Wright, R. (1995). Logistic regression. In L. C. Grimm & P. R. Yarnold (Eds.) Reading
and understanding multivariate statistics. Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association, p217-244.
Wyckoff, S. (1998). Retention theories in higher education: Implications for institutional
practice. Recruitment and Retention in Higher Education. 12(2), 2-7.
Zemke, R., Raines, C., & Filipczak, B. (2013). Generations at work: Managing the clash
of veterans, Boomers, Gen Xers, and Gen Yers in the workplace. New York, NY:
American Management Association.
Zimmer, C. (2015). Getting to know Gen Z: Exploring middle and high schoolers’
expectations for higher education. Barnes & Nobel College. Retrieved from
https://www.bncollege.Com/Gen-Z-Report.pdf.

196

Vita

Name

Theresa Saladino

Baccalaureate Degree

Bachelor of Science, St. Joseph’s
College, Patchogue
Major: Liberal Arts/General Studies

Date Graduated

May, 2003

Other Degrees and Certificates

Master of Science, St. Joseph’s
College, Patchogue
Major: Human Resource
Management

Date Graduated

May, 2005
Master of Science, St. Joseph’s
College, Patchogue
Major: Business Administration

Date Graduated

May, 2007

